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The Scope and Conduct of the Study

RATIONALE

In 19684, the California Legisiature adopted Assembly Concurrent
Resclution 83 (Zppendix C). This resclution reqguested the Regents
of the University of California, the Trustees of the Califorria
State University, the Beoard of Governors of the California
Community Colleges, the Associaticr of Indevendent Colleges and
Universities, the State Board of Education, ana the
Superintendent of Public Instruction to cooperatively adopt a
plan <t©o strengthen the college preparation of low-income and
underrepresented ethnice minority students in junior and senior
high schoeols. The regquested plan would 1ncrease underrepresented
student eiilgibility rates, enrollment rates, and graduation rates
in postseccondary -nstitutions in order to adequately reflect the
populaticn of these students within the state. In compliance
with this legislative reguest, representatives from each of the
above listed educational segments, along with the Postsecondary
Education Commission, developed and published a plan entitled
Expanding Educational Equity 1in California's Schools and
Cclleges. The plan, which was submitted to the Legislature in
March 1986, listed seven areas of concern and mads specific
reczommendatlicns. These recommendaticons according toc the report
"are des:gned to serve as general guidelines for specific
segmerntal anc 1ntersegmental actions, as well as, a statement of
priorities for educational policy makers at all
levels."(1986,p.13) The seven areas for recommendation are
listed accordingly: (See Appendix D for a full outiine of the
recommendations.)

Clarifying school and college responsibilities.
Assuring improvements in public schools.

Increasing nigher educaticn's services to the schools.
Expanding higher education's services to
underrepresented students.

Imeroving educational infermation.

Improving accreditation.

Assessing =quity efforts.
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Part of Recommendaticn 7 of the plan calls for the Postsecondary
Education Commissicon to review all existing and planned State
funded programs of postsecondary outreach, access, and retention
to determine how they can best serve the goals of ACR B3. The
purpose of this revort 1s to respond to Recommendation 7.



METHCDOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study delineated 1ts goal by pursuing two maln objectives:

1. Development of an inventory of all existing and newly
planned cutreach, access and retentlon programs designed to
increase the number of low-income and underrepresented
ethnic minority students who enroll in and graduate from
California's Colleges and Universities, and;

Z. Critical analysis of how these programs contribute to
tne ach-evement of the goals of ACZR 83.

The sceope of the study focused orly on state-funded or
local, Zederal or private-sector funded programs we
included. In reviewlng state funding, this study did not attemp:
to documert funding directed at student financial-aid programs.
As an add:tional parameter for the study, 1individual programs
we.se not examined:; only aggregate data were used for analysis.
It was not within the focus of the study to conduct i1ndividual
rrogram svaluations. However, every effort was made to review
evaluation impact data of existing programs.

SOrams ;
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Giver. the project's limited time frame, 1t was not feasible to
cellect data directly from each of the nine U.C. i1institutions,
nineteer. C.5.U. 1nstitutions, seventy community college districts
and numerous K-1Z school districts. Therefcre, data collection
focused on central administrative offices from each of the
educational segments. Letters of introduction, follow-up
correspondence, and telephone calls to central program
administrators vielded the data collected. Zdditional information
was obtalned by reviewing past Commission reports and California
Legislat>ve Analvst Budget reports. Administrators were
requested to submit i1nventcory program data on all State-funded
educational equlty programs 1n the fcllowling areas:

Name of program

Educaticnal institutional affiliation

Goals and objectives of program

Number of clients served annually

Number of clients served annually, including data by
ethnicity and gender

Description of all program services

Funding sources and levels

tvallable evaluation data which czan be used to assess
the 1mpact to the program

LI s Lo N
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Upon recelipt of the program information, data were divided into

five categories; 1) Preparatory Efforts 2) Admissions Outreach,
3) TRetention Efforts, 4) Discipline-Based Efforts, and 3)
Comprehensive Services Efforts. These categories are defined 1in

the following manner:



1.Preparatory Efforts These programs seek to increase
the academic asplratlon or 1mprove the academlic
preparaticen of students either (1) in junior and senior
high school so that they complete the necessary college-
reparatory courseg and have the necessary academlic
skills to succeed 1n college, or (2) 1n Community
Celleges sc  that they can make the transition to four-
yvear colliege after completing two-vear college okjectives.

2. Adrwissions Outreach: These programs seek elther to
(1) provide information about admission regulrements, tours,
speakers, financial assistance and pastseccndary
alternatives generally in order to facilitate admission
to college, or (Z2) provide 1nformation abocut a specific
coliege 1n  order to facilitate recruiltment intc that
colliege.

1,
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Retention Efforts: These programs seek to strengthen
aemic skills of students enrolled 1n college so
4 can successfully corplete their program 1n a

a
ashion.
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d.Discipline Based Efforts: These programs (1) vrovide
services to 1ncrease the number of bhaccalaureate degrees in
specific discipline area, and /or (2) incorporate faculty
and teacher involvement in the development of
underrepresented students.

>.Comprenaensive Services: These programs provide a
broad range of services 1ncluding outreach, orientation,
admissions, and retention, 1n order t¢ 1herease the number
of target students who enrcll 2n and graduatxe from college
programs,

It should be noted that the first category, "Preparatory Efforts”
15 1ntroduced for the first time for use i1n this study. In
rrevious State legislation and studies conducted by the
California Postsecondary Commission, programs in this category
were termed "Developmental Outreach"”. We feel this was a
mlsnomer. The previous term "Developmental', connotes the growth
of ar 1ndividual student or groups of students, regardless of
institutional i1ntervention. This 1n essence, places the burden
ftor the current gap 1in educational attainment on  students,
relieving <the educational system of any responsibility. While
placing 1labels on programs 1s 1indeed a difficult task, cauticn
should be taken not teo implicitly 1lay blame on the very students
these programs are attempting to assist. It 15 our hope that in



using the term "Preparatory Efforts", the focus will be on the
1nsrltutional interventions and program services provided to meet
the needs of underrepresented students.

The catedory of Admissions Outreach was termed 1n previous

CPEC reports, "Informational Outreach". The previous label of
"Informational Outreach" was believed to be too restrictive 1n
1ts description of services provided by these Programs. Upon

reviewlng those programs involved 1in this c¢lassification, most
provided mwuch more than dissemination of i1nformation regard:ng
financial ai1d andé postsecondary alternatives. In addition %o
provicing basic admissions information, current rprcgrams are
invoelved 1n providing tutorials, counseling, testing, course
reviews, fieid <trips, summer programs and 1n some instances,
they are involved in assessing students' academic strengths and
weaknesses,

The category "Discipline-Based Efforts" 1s a new title. It 1s
our desire to classify equity program activity 1n areas related
to specific discirvlines. In reviliewing programs such as the
Minority Engineering Program, the CSU's Faculty advisors for
Minority Engineering Students (FAMES), and the Faculty Mentoring
Pilot Program, 1t 1s clear that these programs foster the
irvolvement c<f teaching faculty, and further encourage the
irtegration of equity programs into the core of educaticrnal
nstzturticns. Discipline-Based retention efforts cperate cn the
assumpticn that academic units and teaching faculty share 1n  the
respcnsibility for the success cof underrepresented students. The
classification cof these programs under Discipline-Based retention
efforts draws attention to these types of efforts and encourages
future equity programs to explore this viable alternative.

In conducting the critical analysis of all programs with respect
to the geals of ACR 83, consideration was given toc the following
educational pclicy guestions;

- What 1s the status of low-income and underrepresented
ethnic minor:ity students in California's educarional system?

2. Lre there areas where additicnal educational equity
programs are needed?

3. Are there areas where undesirable brogram duplication exists?

4. If the ex:sting programs are continued at theil:r curren: level,
1s 1t reasonable to expect that the goals of ACE 83 wi1ll be
achieved?

5. 4re the priorities demonstrated by State funding of
the existing outreach, access and retention pPrograms consistent
with the prior:ties established i1n the goals of ACR 837



DESCRIPTION OF EQUAL ZDUCATION
OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS, 1986-87

This section presents, 1n a summary format, an inventory cf all
ex1sting and rroposed State funded outreach, access and retention
programs for low-income and underrepresented ethnic minority
students. As mentioned earlier, programs were divided inte five
categories: Preparatory Efforts, Admissions Quitreach, Retention
Efforts, Discipline-Based Efforts, and Comprehensive Services.
£11 pukblic segments of postsecondary education, as well as, the
State Department of Education, and the California Student Zid
Commzsslion currently administer programs designed to increase the
number o©of ethnic mineority and low-inzome students who enrcll 1n
and graduate from college.

Tunding levels 1n 1986-87 for 21 programs, summarized -n Table I,
totaled $58.9 million 1in State funds, and $13.4 m:llion in
student fee revenue. Total State and student fee monies egual
$64.2 million for 1986-87. This represents an i1ncrease of 78%
since .98:-832. The total State fund appropriated for these tvpes
of programs was $32.5 miilion and $3.5 mill:on 1in student fees
revenue for 1982-83. Descriptive information about sach of these
Erograms 1s summarized 1n Tables 2 through 6.

I reviewing the programs, a number of i1nteresting <trends
emerged. First of all, there are an 1increasing number of
programs whlch represent intersegmental collaborative efforts.
This s significant 1in that individual segments have recognized
that future Ssuccesses 1n 1mproving =ducational attainmens for
underrepresented Jgroups are more likely to occur through Joint
efforts. Institutzons have taken the 1nitiative to develop
programs wnich reguire coordlinated efforts between segments.

& second trend appesars to be an ingrease 1in  the number of
academic specific, discipline-hased efforts that have been
initiated since 1982, It represents a move away from
comprehensive efforts to programs which are becoming
increasingly speclalilized 1n focus. Discipline-based programs
seek to remedy the underrepresentation of minorities in specific
fields. However, these are small programs and represent a small
proportion of total funds currently directed at sguity programs.
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d pattern, in recent program development, has evolved which
ses the need for increased prevaratory efforts aimed at K-
udents. Several new programs such as the California
icademlc FPartnership Program (CaPP), the College Admissions Test
Preparation Pilot Project, the College Eeadiness Project, and the
Retention ¢f New Teachers in Inner City Schools Program address
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Tz5LE L. BUMRAFY OF EQUITY PROGRAIN FUNDING, 1985-87

= Studenxt Tozsel
frogram Name General Fund rees Furcs
Freparatcry Effcrts
UC &#cademic Enrichmen=s 200,000 §205,0C0
INTSEG Califcrnia pcademic 81,500,000 £2,30C,0G00
Paroners»1o
TS o Zollocoo 2amizsioss Tose 2L02,60¢ S3L0,000
Frigperetion Pliot rrogect
C52 Czllegc Fozdiness Trocram 548G,000 437,000
OB DJZrCoTsvigtion Irograms in 54,367,000 4,267,000
. : 2N G, 267,000
FZa2INg ans I“athematics
UC za.l: Currezsh 52,885,730 229>, 234 3,5 S0z
MTEED MpIL T1 HZ073 nOiff R "he.
NTZEZ "MES F1,402,000 5,822,007
Pc:f”hgcn of Ko Te§:hers F403,00C0 3450,500
1n .rincex City Schocls
) Suptozals $21,7535,730 S8&95,230 SL2,€21.0C0o
adrassiors Outreach
Ul Imreciaze Gutreack £345,75¢ 183,258 $733,
50 Core Stucent LEfirmative £2,258,000 3,258
ZoTIon S
THTCE" ~cior e T e mmq e
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Srar ,
TP T — . ~SOn
NTLoe SCTRP £L597,00%5 5437,000
- i e T - - o~ - = -~ PR - - - —- - -
i Subtooals §.,873,7EC Z1E8Z, 250 ELESE 0T
Fere~tio~ ESforis
E A8 - . = - ] - - ~
25U Intens:ve Leavrning 2,737,000 82,737,000
Ercer-encse
T S—iiSmp e LS. <r S e A= =i S =3s e - e s
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15 need. Additicnally, there are a number of recently proposed
rrogrars  in this area. Table 7 presents proposed programs, for
the &7-88 budget cvcle, listed by segment, program type, and
allipcation reguest.

These proposed programs were developed during the Spring of 1986
by representatives from UC, CSU, CCC, and K-12. They agreed to
rropose new inltlatives , of an intersegmental nature, to focus
on  access and success 1n higher education. Eleven program
proposals  totaling $10,469,000 were presented for funding 1in
1987-88. Seven were new 1lnitiat:ives, and three requests for
augmentation t& improve exlisting programs. The budget reguest
propssed distributzon by segment accordingly:

University of California $2,028,000

Californiaz State Univers:ity 2,500,000

Californiaz Community Colleges 1,003,000

State Department of Educaticn 4,938,000
The areas for proposed funding are (1) student preparation, (2)
transfer anf articulatioen, {(3) teacher education, and (4]
educational research. A brief description of proposed programs

can be found i1n Appendix B. This new budget request indicates an
increased awareness on the part of public educational segments
Concerning state policy directicns 1n  the development of
comprehensive programs, the enhancement of access opportunities
for wunderrepresented students 1n comzliance with ACR 83; the
inprovement o<f teacher preparaticn, and the 1n:itiation of
research efforts on problems confronting public schools. These
consc.ldated programs reflect a stircng priority 1n pursulng ACR
83 objectives. It 1s hoped that these proposals will receive
full review and deiiberation prior to funding.

PERSPECTIVE THROUGH ACR 83

calls upen all educational segments te adopt a plan with
recommendations that will:

1. Significantly strengthen the cclleges preparation of
low-1ncome and underrepresented ethnic minority students 1n
Jjunior and senior high schocls so that, by 19920, the i1ncome
and ethnic composition of secondary school graduates
eligible for admission to public four-vear colieges will be
at least equal to or greater than the income and ethnic
compositicn of secondary school graduates 1n general.

2. Sufficiently expand and recrganize necessary
academic and student support activities at the community
colleges as well as expand <the necessary cooperative
activities by the four-vear institutions sc that by 1990 the
income and ethnic compositien of students completing
vocatlional technical programs, or transferring from
Community Collileges into four-vear institutions will be at



LTI

nuo uonTE

0o0‘8/8%

000700t %
DOD'NGEE
000°00LSE
NO0 005 I3
0G0 00ER

000’Es8E

000‘bbbE

000 00F TS

000" H8E s

~

JOT

Qo0 uLe ‘Kl

X

X

X
0no‘056¢

oo0 00l

aon‘e6¥¢

000 00es

DON‘ 68t ‘24

s

000 "E00°TY 000 004G 2 nao‘ge0’es
X 000000 TY
X 000’ RLGS
X on0’00ES
X X
¥ X X
p i 000°006'T% X
000‘0S1$ X 000°0GSTS
000°£58%
X x X
000‘000°TY X
X b4 X

pesodord suowasozdutr weibozd aolew oy

uuu Dmu ud

S'UIVOOAOAT IO FATTOMAREN HT
IAS0I0AI SAUNT AV CUNAUII0D SLHOWSDIS

anTyorI] Tooydy asoxdur
07 AIPDSDY tatun "TI

ToT3ieanpy
ur ueiboIld uoTLUOYXT
aaryeiadoo) stooyogsAirsisaiu) 01
HOUY¥ESI IVHOIIYONII
joalec1g Buigram *T1ed  '6

#33NJTISUT UMTADTIING -8

UOT}EONPE SITAIOSOI]
(S9N TRSUT rounesl, |l

butyouor 03
S9TITIOUT FO JuswlTnidey g

HOIL¥YINad dFNIVIL

uotjeaedaag juspnig
iaysuel] otuedst]l :wvjuong  *g

3naloxg sTIvHS OTseg ZT-¥/00D

pue umInaTIIN) T9POW "%
HOIIVINOILYY (ilV ¥uddSHYd4L

uoTjwiedaig Juopanls
ut uotjerodoo;) Teuoihsy g

grooyog SIRTPaULIO]UI YITH
suegiboig Lavpuoduvuiywog ‘g

uoTlugLpLaIacsy Tooyay ybril

ur uotjedroryawg Ajrnova '
HOLIN3Vaddd LAUALS

O¥EITN0 THIANLS

WYHOOTA

[ ATLavil,



least egqual To the income and ethnic composltion of students
enrclling 1n Community Colleges.

3. Bufficiently strengthen and reorganize the necessary
academic and support services so that, by 1885, the 1incoms
and ethnic composition of baccalaureate degree reciplents
from California colleges and universities will be at least
equal toc  the income and ethnic composition of secondary
school graduates in 1990.

In adzaaitaicon, ACE €3 clearly states that 21t 18 concerned
particularly with students fromw eccnomic, ethnic or racial
backgrounds who have been historically underrepresented 1n
postsecondary educaticn. The plan that 1s to be developed and
adopted Dby all segments should concentrate on the fecliowing
ltems:

1. Emphasize shared respcnsibality for cooperative,
coorcdinated efforts by the secondary, postsecondary, and
graduate institutions.

2. Identify priorities for action and the 1nstitutions
responsibie, as well as, the resources required for
lMplementing these actions.

2. Involve comprrehensive instituticnal effcrts
coorcinating  all existing schosl and campus resources to
meet the educational needs of ail students.

4. Coorainate these strategies with efforts to implement
the "Statement on Competencies 1n English and Mathematics
Expected of Entering Fresnman" prepared by the statewide
senates of the three postsecondary education segments.

3. Inciude a mechanism ta evaluate annually progress by
each of the segments +to the achievement of the goals
identified -n ACR 83. (ACR B3)

POLICY QUESTIONS

In drawing conclusions about these programs with respect to the
lntent of ACR 83, the following policy questions were addressed
in corder to guide the analysis.

What 1s the status of low-income, ethnic minority and
underrewresented students 1in California's ecucationali

system?




TEE PARTICIPATION RATE OF LOW~INCOME AND UNDERREPRESENTED ETHNIC
MINORITIES IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION CONTINUES TC BE
CONSTDERABLY LESS THAN FOR WHITE STUDENTS. In implementing ACE
83, +the iegislature recognized the critical need to address the
educational gap between white students and underrepresented
ethnic minority students. The goals of ACR 83 are 1ndeed a
monumental challenge to California's educaticnal institutions.,
The fiscal cost will undoubtedly be high; however, nowhere close
to the cost of neglecting to educate an ever lncreasing
proportion of California's citizenry.

Display 1 depicts the participatiosn of low-caome and
underrepresented ethnic minorities in poastsecondary education.
The Fostsecondary Education Commission (1986) 1ssued the

fellowing statistics to 1llustrate the underrepresentation i
Caiifornia's twe major ethnic minorities--Black and Hispanic

~r - .
youtn:

Among every thousand Black ninth graders in 1979-80,
only 67 of them were eligible for freshman admwission
te the University of Californ:za or the California
State University on graduating from high schoel 1in
1982-83--- compared to 101 of every thousand Hispanic
ninth graders and 29Z of every thousand ninth graders
in general.

45 Diasplay 1 2ndicates, however, only 253 of the
thousand Hispanic ninth graders enrolled 1in cne or
another of California s public cclleges or universz-
ties within a year of graduating from high school,
compared to 322 of the Black students and 409 of all
students. Of the Hispanic students, 198 enrclled
at Community Colleges, caompared to 262 of the Black
students and 293 of all students. Thirty-six of
them enrolled at the California State University,
compared to 64 of all students. Nineteen of them
enrciied at the Univers:ty or California, compared
to Z5 of the Black students and 32 of all students.

Among the 55 Hispanic students who enrolled at the
State Universlty or the University of Californaa,

28 were admitted under special admissicons, and their
chances of graduating were far less than those of
the 27 admitted under regular admission. Thus of all
55, only 1i7 are likely to receive their bachelors'
degree within five years-- eight of them from the
University of California, and nine from the State
University.

Among the 70 Black students who enrolled, cnly 31
were admissible under regular admission, while 39
enrolied under special admission-- and only 16 of
the 70 are likely to graduate within five vears--
ten from the Unaversity and six from the State

15



IM<PLAY 1 Fewer Black and Hispame students graduate from high school,
entoll i college, and graduate hrom the State’s puhlic univeranes

thitn most students.

tut of every LDOO minth graders of all ethnic oroups, |
i
L . ) |
L. (G0 graduate from high school.
S 293 enroll as Community College heshmen,
I
L J 64 enroll as Calidernia State University treshmen
]j ——
.[; 52 enroll as Lorversity of California freshmen.
I X - . .
g J mraduate from the State Uninversity within five years

J1 graduate from the Umversity of California within five vears.

Lt

Chut of every 1,000 Black ninth graders
667 graduate from high schoot

282 vnroll as Community Coliege freshmen
45 emioll as Caitfornia State University freshmen

3 enroll as Unuiversity of Califernia freshmen.

mOem
l_.'
b2

6 graduate from the State University within five vears.

10 graduate from the University of Califormia within five years.

| RTIRRT L e]

Out of every 1,000 Hispanic ninth graders:

] 661 graduate from hmgh school.

I 198 enroll as Community College freshmen.

36 enroli as Califormia State University freshmen.

Cymm 200N — T

19 enroll as University of California freshmen.
9 graduate from the State University within five vears

& graduate from the Unrversity of Califormia within five vears.

Scurce  Czidoraia Postzecorda: Educzaton Commessien stafT anazysts of Calucrria Suace uena"n ant 27 Educa
poncatacn 1379 3 etk graders ard 1982 873 high schisol gradeares, 3tate Um erstty ani L1 ersity o7
Ca‘tforria -eparz or ~etentior and five vear craduailon rates and Com-ssondata o a¢stsecomgar en
roliments anc degrees grares



Jniversity.

Far more Asian and white students who enrcll at the
state University or at the University are admitted
under regular admission than under specilal admission--
and are thus more likely te graduate. As a result,
cut 0of all 116 students of every ethnic background who
enroll, 44 are likely to graduate within five vears---
31 from the University, and 13 from the State
University.

Some Black and Hispanic students who enrcll 1n

- Community Colieges as freshman in 1983 will eventually
transfer to the University or the State University and
recelve their bachelor's degree in addition to these
few students, but far fewer Black and Hispanic students
transfer from Community Cclleges to four-vear insti-
tuticns than white students, 1n terms of their propor-
tlons among Community Colleges students generally.
(1986,p.7)

The preceding data by the Commission clearly depicts the
lncreasing educational attainment gap as students progress
through the varicus segments of education 1n California. It i1s
the 1intent of ACR 83 to stimulate change in order to reverse the
current gap in educatzonal attainment at the secondary level by
1290, anz by 1993 1n the postsecondary level. Reports by the
Commiss_cn, the Achievement Council and various other educatiosnal
agencles ©provide ample documentaticn regarding the educational
achievement of low-1ncome and ethnic minority students, 1t 1s not
the goal of this report to conduct this type of Iliterature
review. It 1s imperative, however, tg stress that the i1ntent and
goals of ACR 83 acknowledge the severity of the problem and the
need for directed action exemplified by the establishment of
measurable goals with dates by which these goals are to be
echieved.

tre there areas where additional educational eguity program
services are needed?

Addaticonal educaticnal equity program services will be required

1in several areas. IN THE AREA OF PUBLIC SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT, IT
IS EXPECTED THAT MORE SERVICES WILL BE NEEDED IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE
THE GOALS OF ACR 83, Although the Legislature, in the 1983-84

Budget Act, stated that "secondary schools should have the
leadership role 1n preparing secondary school students for
college" and that "supplementary services for low-income and
ethnic minority students should be provided cooperacively by

secondary and postsecondary institutions", the current level of
funding for these programs 1s limited. Given the v»riority tc
~ncrease the number cf low-income and underrepresented minericy
students, funding priorities should be shifted to schools with a

L7



high percentage of these target students. I+ 15 necessary to
acknrowledge that many public schools serve low-1ncome and
underrepresented students 1n low-lncome communities. Recent
ilegislation (the Hart-Hughes Educaticnal Reform Act of 1983)
seeks to reform and improve the overall quality of California's
public schools, vyet specific attention needs to be directed at
“hose schools with limited resources. Overall reforms need to
continue and educational equity programs should be increased at
the elementarv and secondary level in order to assist the next
generation of Elack and Hispanlc students through the final
stages of the educational pipeline.

A SECOND  AREA THRT SUGGESTS ADDITIONAL EXPANSION, iS5 IH Td=E
CATEGORY OF DISCIPLINE-BASED RETENTION EFFORTS. Data presented
1r response tc the first pelicy question indicate that Hispanics
and Black students are not graduating £from secondary cr
postsecondary 1nstitutions equal to the rates of aAsian and walte
students. while there has been an increase on programs aimed at
specific academic areas, programs such as the Finority
Engineer:ng Program{(MEP) nead to be strongly encouraged. It 1s
crucial, vis a vis the intervention strategies employed by these
speclifiic academlc programs, to foster the involvement of academic
unzts and the teaching faculty 1n the develcpment of
underrepresented students. These discipline-based retenticn
efforts alsoc serve to i1ncrease the representation 2f certaln
groups tn fields that mavbe critical tc the state's econamy.

& THIRD AREA THAT REQUIRES ADDITIONAL SERVICES IS IN THE AREA OF
INCEEASINZ THZ NUMEER OF TRANSFER STUDENTS. Data indicate <that
whiie PBlack and Hispanic students do transfer tc the Unaversity
of California or the State University; far fewer transfer than
white students, relative to their proportions among Community
Coliege students. It 1s encouraging that the 1intersegmental
Transfer Center DTilot Program has been funded for three vyears.
Th:s piict oprogram however: 15 aimed at a small number cf
varticipating clients, there are only 20 sites c¢peratling in
VaIrLous commrunrlty college  caitchment areas 1n  the state.
Increasling tne number of transfer programs at community colieges
1= an area for ewpansiorn, particularly at those institutions that
serve high numbers of Black and Hispanics. In reference te the
Community College ECPS program, 1t was recommended bv the
Intersegmental Task Force 1in the report entitled, Facilitating
the Transfer of Community Colleges EOPS Students to California's
Public Unaiversities (1985), that EOPS should increasingly
emphasize the transfer function among their services and goals.
A repcort produced by Educational Evaluation Assoclates entitled,

EOPS Operational Frogram Eeview: 1985-86 Annual Report, stated
that "Transition was perhaps the weakest of all components in the
FEOPS programs reviewed this year. In a number of instances, no

unigue ECOPS transition component exlsted"”.

THE FOURT:I AREA TEAT REQUIRES ATTENTION, IS IN THE BROAD AREZ OF
ENCOURAGING WIDER INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR EDUCATIONZL



EQUITY FEROGRAHMS. 4 Dbroader context, beyvond the question of
additional serwvices, 1s required. This larger context provides an
understanding of the extent to which a number cf organizational
changes wi1ill be reguired in order to achieve ACR 83 goals.

This policy dgquestion, addressed 1n a broader context, 18 a
diffaiculit guestion to attempt to answer. The difficulty araises
from having tc consider the following facts: the past achievements
cf  equity programs; the fact that California will change
Cramaticazly from a predominantly whilite soclety to a projected
"minority-majcrity" state, the economic dangers of ncoct having a
well-trained labor force 1in the very near future; the political
impact of fostering a dual society 1n which there 18 a white,
well-educated segment and a pooriy-szducated ethnic "minoritv-
majority"; and the growing sentiment 1n some sectors cof socierty
that specila. rrograms nave done "enough" to assist ethnic
minority people and shou.d perhaps regress from the past twenty
vears of affirmative action type crograms. The above
considerations 1mply that unless effective programs and services
are provided, educational equity will not be achieved. Current
efforts and future goals need to be assessed with respect to
anticipated outcomes of current programs. In essence, willl the
current programs vield outcomes that will ensure compliance to
ACE 83 goals? Current efforts, as reviewed 1n this study, are
nct likely to produce the results necessary te achieve the goals
of ACR E83. This statement 1s made based upcn the review of the
goals and funding of current programs and the cutcomes produced
by these programs. Lt status gque, current programs will continue
to serve oniy a4 small fracticn of those students 1n need of
assistance and will continue to ke 1mpiemented as "add-on"
programs to educaticnal institutions. The disparity 1s extremely
large, given the number of students not succeseding 1n  pubklic
schools relative to number of clients served by the programs. 2n
infusion o¢f resources, a commitment and a re-~dedication by &1l
educational institutions will be required 1n order tco ach-eve the
coals of ACR E3.

It must be noted that California's colleges and universities have
been at the forefront of i1nitiating and providing nationally
respected egual esducaticnal opportunity and student affirmative
action programs. Whiie many of these programs have taken a lead
in providing opportunities in higher education, they have been
less than totally successful. As the data indicate in Display 1,
Black and Hispanic students tend not to progress through the
educational system and exit at a lower grade level than do white
students. Tnis exiting of Black and Hispanic students in the
earlrer grade levels leads to an 1ncreasing underrepresentation
1 postsecondary institutions. The efforts of educaticnal equity
programs have 1ncreased the numbers of underrepresented ninority

students enrclled 1n postsecondary education, however, the
numbers graduating from four-year institutions have not increased
at a corresponding rate accerding te the data in Displav 1. out

of every 1,000 Black ninth graders, only 6 graduate from the



State Jniversity within five vears and 10 from the University of
Zalzfornia. cut of every 1,000 Hispanic ninth graders, only 3
graduate from the State University within five years and 8 will
graduate from the University of California within five vears. In
describing egual educational opportunity programs the Commission
(1986) states the following:

Generally, these small individually based programs
have achieved many successes, but they have been
1imited 1n scope and orientation. They have served
only a fractzon of the students who could benef:it
from them and they have bzen "compensatory” or
"remedial" 1n approach-- frequently aimed at
resculng iow-income and underrepresented students
fror academic difficulties, rather than preventing
the diff-culties from arzsing.(p.7)

wWhile many programs have attempted to 1mprove educational eguity,
a large portion of ethnic minority students have not attained
egqual access and retention. Programs have helped to 1lncrease the
number of mincrity students enrolled in postsecondary education,
however, the number has not been substantially improved. Efforts
have been isolated and, a%t times, removed from the central
mission of aducaticnal institutiecns. Educational equity programs
have no:- been .ncorporated into a number of critical components
in educaticnal institutions. In the areas of teaching, research,
commdnlity service, student support Services, anda outreach
efforts, equliv programs have at times peen 1solated. It shouid
be noted, <that there has been resistance on the part of some
institutions, as well as , on the part of some egquity programs to
resist 1integraticn 1into the overall structure of educational

insticutians. It 1s not our intention to lay blame for <he
resistance: 1- 1s our 1lntention to encourage a process which will
comprehensively ansure that egulity programs are critical
components of educational 1nstitutions. 2 balance must be
aohleved Letween program autonomy and ensuring institutiaon-wide
ccmmltment. Equity efforts will be strengthened 1f they are
1ncegrated into the core of an institut:on's teaching, research,
SUpport services, outreach efferts, and community service
functions.

Equal educatiocnal opportunity programs have generally been
regarded as an 1solated activity--- as an "ad hoc" function of an
institution. In a report published by the Achievement Council
entitied Excellence for Whom, <the authors emphasize the need tc
take 1mmedlate aciion and for educatcrs to accept thelr praimary
responsibility to improve achlevement amond low-income and
minority =students. The Achlevement Councll states the following
in reference o action educators should undertake:




Eow then d¢ we proceed? Do we need tc create a new
program to address the cause of each i1ndividual problem
we 1dentify? We think not. For cne thing, speclal
add-on responses to student problems have not proven
“hemselves capable ¢of generating significant improve-
ments 1n student achievement and sustaining those
improvements over time. For another, 1t seems to

us 1nappropriate (and slightly ridiculous) to mount

a serles of "affirmative action" programs for ethnic
and peoor yvoungsters and then to consider cur cobligation
to those voungsters fulfillied: thev are, after all,
over nalf of our student population. Does a school
w-.th an enroliment over 80% Biack have to Thave a

speczal program to increase black achievement...aor
does the whole school have that responsibility?
(1¢84, p.2)

The 1intent 2f this discussion 15 nct to argue for the elimination
0f present prcegrams, but rather, to attest teo the exigency of the
sltuaticn. Educaticnal 1institutions must recognize that future
success w1ll be accomplished only 1f educational equity Ls a
pivotal concern of our educational institutions. There exists a
need to widen the level of responsibility and participation 1n
these types of programs. The si1ze and complexity of this
educational proklem can not rest solely on the statf of "add-on
wragrams'. Teachers and college faculty will have to participate
1in order to make a significant impact. If only those individuals
tnvolvaed i existing educational eguity programs attempt to solve
“hls ecuzational attainment gap, the gcais of ACR 82 are not
llkelv to be met. However, 1n calling for wider responsibilaty
and participation, caution should be taken to protect the
program's current breadth and scope. Broader instatutional
invoivement should not represent a dilution of eguity goals.

Until recently there were very few egual educaticnail programs
that attempied to work cocperatively in order to achieve theair
goals. The California Student Opportunity and Access Program
(Cal-Soap) was, up untzl 1983, the only major State lewvel
intersegmental program that invelved local schools, Community
Cclleges, and four-vear colleges. Currently, there are six
programs that are working cooperatively:

Cal-Soap

MESA

Intermediate School Ccllege Readiness Program
Retention of New Teachers 2n Inner City Schools
Transfer Center Pilot Program

California Academic Partnership Prograrm

The programs listed above 1ndicate a willingness on the part of
educational segments to work cooperatively. In the proposal
submitted tc the State Devartment of Finance kv the Task Force on
Planning &and <Coordinaticn of Cutreach and Student Preparaticn
Programs, the proposal stated the feollowing, "Extraordinary



effortis are required to make sure that yvoungsters from all socio-
economlc  groupbs are able to take full advantage of California's

unigue higher education opportunities and programs". The
proposal submitted eleven programs for funding in 1987-88 (see
Table 7), 1n an effort to address equity issues 1n California's
educational 1instituticns. In reviewing the proposed programs,
not &ll provided explicit objectives and clear descriptions of
services and actovities. Based on current services and areas
that regquire additional attentiorn, the following proposed

programs are recommended for 1987-88 funding:

. RFegicnal Cooperation in Student Preparation
. Fostsecondary Programs wl:th Intermediate Schocl Efforts

3. Model Curriculur and Basic Skills Project

4. Puente

2. Recrurtment of Minorities to Teaching
Tnese rproposed programs focus on student preparation, transfer
efforts, and teacher educaticn. s stated earlier 1n this
report, additiocnal services are needed 1n these areas. These

programs demenstrate obtainable goals 1n an area that warrants
additional efforts.

Charges can Dbest be achieved 1f secondary and postsecondary
educators work cooperatively. Zn example of the new direction 1in
mnding and 1n the encouragement cof cooperative arrangements 1s

the Califorria Academic Partnership Program (CAEP}. This
project, funded 1n 1984, attempts to 1improve the academic
preparaticr of ©public secondary students for cecllege through
cooperative secondary/postsecondary projects. This program 1s
administered by the California State University and currently has
-7 partnership proiects, with three assessment projecis. Nearly

four mzllion dellars ln state funds have been provided for this
effort during 19&4-87.

Priority should be given to those programs that are clearly
irtegrated and have the total support of their institution. This

does rnot mearn a letter of support from Cnancellors,
superintendents or presidents; rather, 1t reguires extensive
responsibility and direct invelvement by administrators,
teachers, and college faculty. Programs should be explicit 1in

their goals and demonstrate the ability to evaluate 1impact.
Programs should, whenever possible, demonstrate their joint
involvement/participation with other segments.

Are there areas where undesirable duplication exists?

IN REVIEWING EACZH PROGRAM'S GOALS, OVERALL CLIENTS SERVED, AND
STECIFIC TARGET GROQUPS SERVED, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT UNDESIRABLE
DUPLICATION DOES NOT APPEAR TCO EXIST IN THE AREAS OF PREPARATORY
AND  ADMISSIONS EFFORTS. In the areas of retention efforts,



discipline -based efforts and comprehensive services duplication
was not clearly -dentifiable. Given the wvariety <f services,
from campus to campus, 1t was not clear whether programs
overlapped in attempting to serve the same students. While some
institutions demonstrate the ability to track student progress,

data does not reflect this to be the case for all programs.
Data collected for this report was primarily aggregated by each
educational segment, thus determination of specific duplication
at 1ndividual rnstitutions was not possible. In view of the
large number of programs and clients served, an 1n depth study 1s
regu.red 1n order to reach decisive conzlusions on thls guestion.

IT TI5 EVIDENT THAT THERE HAVE BEEN EFXrfCETS IMED AT REDUCING

DUPLICATION Or SERVICES. There has peen an increased desire cn
the part of the Legislature, as well as, secondary and
postsecondary educators to improve the delivery of admissions
outreach services These services have been criticized 1n recent
vears by the Legislative Anaiyst 0Zfice and by the Commission for
duplication of efforts. The different segments have responded

and have eliminated most of the duplilication 1n recent vyears.
Consolidation of effort was accomplished through i1intersegmental
cooperative 1lnltilatives. Secondaary anc postsecondary institutions
have 1ncreasingly coordinated their efforts and thus 1mproved
their effectiveness.

Cair- S0AP was cone attempt to consolidate outreach efforts in order
to reduce duplication of effort. In a recent evaluation report
by the Commission (December, 1986) on Cal-SCAP, 1t was concluded
that the Cal-Soap 1nterinstitutional model for administering

cutreach snould "exist 1n all communities where sizeable
populations of historically underreprasented groups are present"”
(p.29). The Cal-5cap model was found to be an effective tool 1in

increasing the participation of students from low economic and
underrepresented ethnic backgrounds in postsecondary education.
It 1s not suggested that alli statewide admissions outreach
efforts should be accomplished using the Cal-SCAP model; however,
this model, according to the Commission, has been found to be
effective with Black and Hispanic students. It would bhe
beneficial to consider expansion of this model 1n  communities
that traditioconally do not send leoew-income or underrepresented
minority students to postsecondarv education.

Trhe Cal:ifornie State University recently released & report
entitled Educaticnal Equirty in the Califeornia Universitv--Which
Way 1n the Future® (1986), this report specifically addresses the
Auplicative aspect of their Educational Opportunity Program and
the Core Student Affirmative Action Program. The report proposes
a new model whilich maintains traditional eguity programs such as
EQP and CoreySAL, but also, redefined the>r pPrimary
responsibilities. The prorogsed model provided mechanisms for
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reducing procram duplication, kroadening instituticnal
responsibiliity, and cleariv identifies programmatic
responsibility i1in the following areas: K-12 student outreach
services, Community College transfer services, student retention,
remediation, enhancement o¢f learning skills, and academic
involvement and advising with students i1n need of assistance.
CSU's efforts to critically assess 1ts pursult of equal
educaticnal cpportunity are commendable. The self-evaluatiecn of
equity programs 1ndicates a strong willingness to assess  past

efforts and to plan for future success. Whiie this process of
review 1s pralseworthy, it i1s hoped that future CSU programs will
vield anticipated results. Change often times relieves/corrects
probleT areas anz at the same time, new obstacles surface. The
Cailfernia State University needs to be flexible 1in 1ts
rmplementation of 1ts new propesed model and be willing to
constantly reassess and review 1ts equity efforts. Efforts such

as these should be noted and reinforced via funding measures.

If the existing programs are continued at their current

evel, 1s 1t reasonable to expect that the goals of ACR 83
will be achieved?

l

GCiven the uneven educational attainment of California's vyouth,
and the -ncreasing number of ethnic minority students, 1n
comparison  to  current program effeorts and funas, 1t 15 highly
unlixels that tThe goals of ACR 83 will be met.

PROGRAMS IN GENERAL MUST BE RECEPTIVE TC CHANGES. Achieving ACR
83 goals wi1ill be dependent on a number of critical changes.
These <changes must occur comprehensively for all programs.

Improving one area alone will not guarantee success in meetlng
the goals. The goals of ACR B3 are expliicit, as have been
previous leg:isliative goals for obtaining educational eguity 1in
postsecondary educatilion. Previous legisiative geoals (such as
assemply zoncurrent resolution 151, 1974) directed at increasing
low—-1ncome andg underrepresented ethnic minorities in
Califeornia's cclleges and universities were noct met. It 1s

lmportant  to understand the impact of large percentages of Black
and Hispanic sctudents not succeeding in  the public schools.
Increasing the number of Biack and Hispanhic students in
postsecondary institutions will not occur without an 1ncrease in
the numbers graduating from secondary schools and/or
transferring from Community colleges to four year colleges. If
exlsting programs do not markedly change and remain at status
quo, 1t 5 very lakely that the goals of ACR 83 will not be met.
In order to achieve these legislatively mandated goals, programs
will need tc reassess thelr strengths and weaXxnesses, and then,
progress toward making positive changes. Individual programs,
system wide admrinistrative cffices, as well as, the legislature,
211 need to be receptive to change. Change, however, can best
be accomplished after decisicn-makers understand strengths and
weaknesses of programs with relation to ZCR 83 goals. Thear
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-noreased  understanding can best be accomplished by cconducting

comprenenslve evaluations. Once systematlic evaluations are
conducted, those vrograms demonstrating successful outcomes
shouid be reinforced through £funding. In essence, funding

should reward, not penalize (Achievement Council, 1984).

PROGRAM CHANGES MUST OCCUR AFTER COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATIONS ARE
CONDUCTED. In 1982, the Legislature directed the California

bostsecondary Zducation Commission to “evaluate all postsecondary
egual education oppcrtunlity programs on a regular bas:s" and to

report annually on the extent to which the Legisliature's
policies on egual educaticnal opportunity are being followed. 1In
response to this Legislative directave, <the Caommissicon submitted

to the Legislature a report entitled "% Plan to Implement New
Stare Policy on Postsecondary Equal Educational Opportunzty
Pregrams™  (1985]). In this plan +the commission provzded the
following schedule for future evaluartions of these programs:

Program Next Review Subsequent Eeview

Frograms with a Legislatively
Mandated Evaluation Schedule:

Ca’2fornia Student Opportu-

nlivy anc Access Program Winter 1987 Every Third Year
{Cal-Soap)

Califcrnia Academic Progress report, Every Fourth Year
Fartrership Program January, 1986

Evaliuation,
January 1988

Pregrams with ne Specific
Legislatively Mandated
Schedu.e:

University of California
Cutreach Programs Summer 1986 Every Fourth Year

University of California
Suppoart Services Summer 1986 Every Fourth Year

State University EOP Summer 1987 Every Fourth ¥Year

State University Core
Student affirmative Action Summer 1985 Every Fourth Year

Community Colieges EOES Summer 1987 Every Fourth Year



HMESHE Summer 1983 Every Four:th ¥ear

Minority Engilneering
Program Summer 1988 Every Fourth Year

In reviewlng past Commissicn reports, and previous evaluatlons, a
number <f 1ssues can be noted. Table 8 18 a summary of
evaluation components of state-funded educational equity programs
reviewed 1n this studyv. The Table includes a breakdown of the
tvpes of data collected by the programs: (1) gquantitative, (2)
ethrnizity of clients served, (3) descriptive and, (4) 1impact
data. Also 1ncluded :n Table 8, 15 the type of program
evaluatzon (1nternal or external) and the date of the last
evaluation. In examining the information in Table 8, =% 1s
evident that most programs 1n existence for more than two Yvedrs,
have comprehensive data cclliection. The one malor exception 1s
the Community Colleges EOPS data colleztion. This shor+tcoming
howewer, 1s 1n the process of being corrected. & comprehensive
gquantitative data collection system 1s being developed, and 1is
expected to be operative by early 1987. There are seven programs
that have completed less than two vears of operation. It was
determined that all seven new programs have internal evaluations
pianned. Determination of the quality of data ccllected was not
feasible for these new programs. The Californza academic
Partnership 2rogram (CAPP}, 1n 1t's f:rst year review, 1ndicated
& conprehensive  evaluation pian for both i1nternal ard esxternal
evaluaticns.

In surveying the impact data, a number of programs did provide
impact results. This information reflects the analysis of prior
evaluations and 1s not the result of this studies! analvsis.
Programs thnat provide 1mpact data or have been found to be
successful 1n meetling goals are;

Azademlic Enrichment Program

Demonstration Projects in Reading and Mathematics
Universlty Early Outreach

MESA

State University Core Student Affirmative Action
Cal-Scap (varies by campus)

University Academic Support Services (varlies bv campus)
State University Summer Bridge Program

MEP

State University EOP

Community College EOPS (varies by campus)

As previcusly discussed, the Commissien has the responsibility
for ccnducting external evaluations on a number of educational

egulity programs. In addition teo the Commissicn servang as
external ewvaluatcr, a few programs have or are planning to
utillize private external evaluators. Programs such as EQOPS,

CAPF, Retention of ©New Teachers in Inner City Schoels, the
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Faculty HMentoring Pllot Program, the FAMES Program, and the
Transfer Center Pi1lot Program are employing wbrivate external
evaluators. The Community Colleges EOPSs' have contracted a firm
{the Educational Evaluation Assoclates) lead by Dr. alkin from
UCLA, to evaluate 1ndividual EQOPS programs. This evaluation 15 a
significant effcrt on the part of Community Colleges tc 1mprove

thei1r evaluation component of EQPS. The model used to evaluate
EOPS should Dbe considered 1n evaluating other statewlde
educational egqulityv programs. A description of this ewvaluaticn

model is in the program description for EOPS (Appendix 2).

This wutilization cof external evaluarzors should not diminish the
responsibility of programs to carefully ccllect data and to
establish their own research and evaluation designs. Typically,
externa’. evaluators are contracted to document the end-resulis cf
programrs; emrphasis should be piaced on the ability of evaluators
to examine both the process and product of programs. Caution
shoula »be taken not to transfer the total responsibility of
evaluation to external evaluators.

The burden of evaluating programs should sguarely fall upon
implementing institutions. The successful efforts by the
Commission and other external evaluators to conduct adequate
evaluatrons wi1Xl be totally dependent on evaluation and data

czllection effcrts of the institution. Internal data collection
and analysis should be the cornersteone of any evaluatior work
conducted by the external evaluators. Evaluations, whether they
be nternal or external, should be viewed as excellent

oppeortunities to 1mprove programs and to demonstrate  success.
Evaluations should not focus only on summative results; rather,
evaluations should be an on-going process with formative and

summative results reported. A1l existing and proposed programs
should vlar  tc 1ncorporate comprzhensive periodic  i1internal
evaluations, with external evaluations serving as secondary
reviaws, Prograr evaluation is a preregulsite 1n assessing the
progress oI egulty programs in light of the goals established by
ACR B23. In “he absence of systematic evaluations, programs will
nct  hawe the opportunity teo mod:ify, impreve or Ireplicate

successful practices.

Are the priorities demonstrated by the State funding of
the existing access and retention programs conslstent witn
the priorities in the goals of ACR 83?2

In reviewlng budget figures, evaluation data and specific program
descriprions, 1t 1s evident that there does not exist a complete
congruence petween State funding and the priorities of ACR &3,
These state funding priorities are not consonant in that the
funding 1level for increased program activity in K-12 should be
significantly increased 1n order to achieve the level of
particivation callied for in ACE B3.

M2
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THERE IS5 A NEED TO INCREASE THE FUNDING FOR PREPARATORY EFFORTS
AND TRAKSFER ACTIVITIES. The current funding level for
Preparatory efforts 1s $12.6 million which ensures serving, as
the Commission previous stated, only a fraction of those students
that need services, Of the nine programs in the category of
Preparatory, four have been funded witnin the last two YVears.
These four programs reflect an annual budget (1986-87) of

approximately $2.6 million. Thls recent 1ncrease 1n the
lmprovement of public schcools 1s commendable, vet much mcre must
be done. The highest priority in funding for the next ten Vears

snould ke directed at strengthering the basic ccllege-
preparatory curriculum in public schocls with low-1n-ome and
underrepresented minority students. This conciusion has been
previousliy stated by the Commission (1982) and has been detailed
as a high prior:ity by the Intersegmental Policy Task Force on ACR
83 (138¢). While deocumented support can be 1dentified for this
critical activity, 1t 1s crucial that supposrt  be ceonfirmed
through state

appropriations.

Farlure to auogment resources 1n this area will be tantamount to

legislatively mandating educational egulty without
appropriaticns, assuming that educational equity can and will be
achleved at nc ccst. Additional funds should be directed at

programs  aimed 4t  increasing the numbers of low~income and
Lrdarrepresented students that transfer from Community Cclleges
to four-year »uklic institutions. In addition, two new proposed
programs for 1987-88, the PUENTE procject and the Model Curricuum
and  Baslc Skills project are viable rrojects almed at improving
this goal.



Recommendations

In consideration of the preceding five policy gquestions, 1t 1s
apparent that majer recommendations can be made 1n  order to
s_gnificantly 1ncrease the likeliheod that the goals of &ACR 83
wil:l be met. 2Zchieving the goals of ACR B3 tco substantially
increase the number of underrepresented minority students 1in
postsecondary institutions are dependent on, {1) the level of
effectiveness of current programs, {2} the level c¢f funding and,
(3) the lewvel cf 1ntersegmental collaborative efforts.
Meaningful smrogress wi1ll not be achisved if existing effcrts
remaln  at status guc. Change 15 imrinent 1f all educaticnal
institutiocns commit Lo the attainment of &CE B3 goals. Given our
review i ex.sting and proposec programs the following
recommendations are presented for consideration:

1. 311, EDUCATIONAL SEGMENTS MUST COMPREHENSIVELY REASSESS
THEIZ ZFFORTS IN THE AREA OF EDIJCATIOKAL EQUITY. Continuesd
efforts to address the gap in educational attalnment with
current programs w1ll lead toc limited success. It 1s
recommended +that a reassessment, as was conducted by the
State University system be i1mplemented for the University of
Califcrrnia, Community Colleges, and the State Department of
Educaticn. This assessment should consider +the mission,
history, Jlines of responsibility, appropriations, policles,
level cf =2ffectoveness, and evaluations for each program.

2. RESPONSIBILITY FOR EDUCATION&ZL EQUITY MUST BE A BROAD
BASED INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY. Reassessment of efforts
and planning for future services, should emphasize that the
responsipiiity for educational eguilty be an 1nstitutional
responsihbililiity, not the responrnsihility of special "ad hoc”

programs. Every opportunity shouid be taken to gain wide
partic_pation and shared responsibility for the success of
these students. Academic units and teaching faculty should

be i1nvolved as often as possible.

3. EDJCATIONAL EFFORTS SHOULD WHENEVER POSSIBLE BE
INTERGRATED INTO THE CORE OF AN INSTITUTION'S TEACHING,
EESEARCH, STUDENT SERVICES, OUTREACH EFFORTS AND COMMUNITY
SERVICE FUNCTIONS. Programs specifically designed to
1ncorporate academic units and faculty should be highly
encouraged. The Minority Engineering Program should be used
as a medel for future activity. It 1s our beiief that
si1ghificant results can be achilieved 1f eguity programs are
operated and located in specif:ic discipline areas.

4. THE HIGHEST PRIORITY FOR FUNDING SHOULD BE DIRECTED AT
PROGRAMS WHICTE FOCUS ON K-12 PREPARATION. While public
schocls have the overall responsibility for the preparation
aof students, postsecondary instituticns should provide as
much assistance as posslible. The number ©f underrepresented

L
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mincrity  students and their educational atta-nment most
assuredly demands the highest pricrity in the allocation of
resources. Neglecting this as a high priority will ensure
another generation of students foregoing the advantage of an
advanced education.

5. PRIDRITY IN FUNDING SHOULD BE GIVEN TO THQOSE PROGRAMS
THAT ATTEMPT TO REACH THEIR EXPLICIT GOALS IN CCLLABORATION
WITHd OTHER EDUCATIONAL SEGMENTS. There has been an increase

in  1ntersegmental efforts in the last twe vears. This
increase 18 positive 1n nature and shouid e reinforced in
consldering future funding. Aadditionally, programs proposed

for 1987-828 rewnresent a sizZeabies 1ncrease 1n  ocllaborative
efforts.

6. A REVIEW OF EXISTING PROGRAM EVALUATION DRZTA CLEARLY
JLLUSTRATES THE NEED TO STRENGTHEN THE PROCESS oOF
EVALUATICKN. In moest cases, evaluation data 15 simoly
counting the number of students served and the level of
utilization of sesrvices. While an increasing amcunt of
evaluations are being conducted by external evaluators, the
responsibility for adequate evaluative work should 1laie
principally on the 1individual gprograms. Camprehensive
evaluations should not be an afterthought; when conducted,
they should not focus only on the end-products. Evaluations
snould eattempt to 1ncrease the understanding of what occurs
1m  the programs and the impazt the programs are having aon
students. The future success =f programs will, <©o a large
2xtent be aependent on the abilitvy of evaluations to
communiicacte tc others the ultimate successes and advantages
that have Dbeen achieved. Ir addition to assessing  the
overall worth of these programs, exemplarv services and
programs can be 1dentified to be replicated bv other
programs. Advocates of edQucational egulty programs must
engage in evaluative activities for the future of
underrepresented minority students.

7. EaCH SEGMENT MUST WORK TO IMPROVE AND STANDARDIZE
CCLLECTION 0OF STATISTICAL DATA. Data reviewed for th:is
study, demonstrated i1ncompatib:ility of data sets. There
currently exists only a limited ability to track student
progress. It 15 highly recommended that all segments
collaborate for the development of a comprehensive and
compatible data bank.

8. COMMUNITY COLLEGE EOPS PROGRAMS MUST STRENGTHEN THEIR
TRANSTITION SERVICES AND ADDITIONAL SUPPORT MUST BE GIVEN TO
TRANSFER STUDENTS AFTER TRANSFERRING. The number of transfer
students to four-year institutions has been declinzng in

recent vears. While the Transfer Center Pilct Program has
been 1nitiated, 1t 1s highly recommended that addzticnal
program suppcrt be directed teo transfer students. It 1s

critzcal <to 1ncrease the number of transfer students and
thezr graduation rate from four-year 1instituticns.

(%)
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o, FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS WMUST INCREASE THEIR EFFCRTS TO
RECRUIT UKDERGRADUATES TO THE PROFESSION OF TEACHING, AND
IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF TEACHERS IN INNER CITY SCHOOLS. This
activity will have positive results for minority students
and the entire K-12 school system. Staff preparation and
development should not be forgotten. The new program,
Retention of New Teachers 1n Inner City 3chocis 15 a
promwiszng effort in this area.
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CLLIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
COLLEGE ZDMISSICNS TEST PREPARATION PILOT PROJECTS

The general purpose of the program 1s to improve the
Lepresentation of students from economically disadvantaged and
ethnic minority groups 1n admissions to postsecondary educaticnal

institutions. Tne program 1s i1ntended to address the lack of
test-taking opportunities in high schools with high populations
of economically disadvantaged and ethnic minority students, and

the failure of these students to take college admissions tests -~n
meaningful numnbers.

The projects are 1ntended to work 1n conjunction with the college
admissions test sponsors (1.e., the College Board and the
Lmerican Zollege Testing Program) sC that econamically
disadvantaged and ethric minority students may benef:t from
effective :nnovative methods and test preparation actlvitlies
designed to 1increase the number of students taking college
admissions tests and to i1mprove their test-taking skills.

School districts or county offices of education which provide
direct 1instructional services to students i1n grades ten through
twelve are the only LE2s eligible to apply for these grants.
Other agencies, such as county offices of education, may not
submit applicaticns but are urgeé to work with districts to
propese services 1n a collaborative application.

The 1intent of the legislation 1s to award project grants =o
cistricts that have need based on their student population and
that demonstrate ability and commitment to developing a pilot
project of high guality. Projects approved for funding must meet
at least three cf the following criteria:

-The zapplicant has low univer

g1ty enrollment rates 1n the
school(s) to be served by the projec

W
t.

~In the schooll(s} served by the project, the applicant has a
high concentration of students enrolied in grades nine and ten

from groups which are wunderrepresentad :in admissions to
postsecondary educational institutions.

-The applicant has historically had a low percentage of cellege
admissions test takers 1n the schoel(s) to be served by the
prolect.

-The applicant has demonstrated 1its abi1lity to meet the
apjectives of the pilot projects as demonstrated by the
commitment of the school district funds or substantial in-kind
services tc support the pilot project.

-The appilcant assures that activities and material develored
under the pilot project will be availakle to all students 1n the
district at the conclusion of the project period.

L
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Lssembly 8111 2321 authored by Assemblywoman Salily Turner
(Chapter _z10, Statutes of 1983) authorized the Superintendent of
Pubklic Instruction to provide grants to school districts for a
limited number of pilot projects aimed at 1ncreasing college
admission test taking, admissicons test performance, and ccllege
aspirations of economically disadvantaged and ethnic minority

students, Pllot projects were awarded for three-year grant
periods. The *tctal amount of money aval_able for grants  1s
SJCC,0C00 per vear. No prozect may excesed 3100,C000 per vear.

Tunds were a
vear. LB 2371
the projects a
fiscal vears.

poropriated to supnort the projects for the first
contains a statement of legisiative intent te fund
equlva_ent levels durzng the subsequent two

T 0l

Prciects

1. Gi1lrov USD $22,000
Z. New Hawven USD 22,000
3. San Diego Co. 41,000
4. Central USD $51,000
. Znahe:-m USD £40,000
6. San Frahclisco s40,000
7. Yallejc Jity 20,000
8. Santa JSarbata 24,000
9. Lcng 3Beaczh £40,0G0

TOTaL  £300,000

Prolect Evaluation

The Superintendsnt of Public Instruction 1s to submit a report ot
the Legislature by January 1, 1988 regarding implementaticn and
effectiveness of the pilot projects {as specified 1n Section
54753 . The report 1s to 1nciude data regarding each of the
follow_ng:

-iny 1ncreased student participation in college admrissions test-
taking:

-any 1mprovements in student performance con college admissions
tests, and

-Levels of support provided by college admissicons test sponsors
to the projects.

-
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION INTERMEDIATE SCHOCL COLLEGE
RE&ZDINESS FROGRAM

The Intermedliate Schocl College Readiness Program 1s deszgned tc

ilncrease +he number of Biack and Haispanic students who
suczessfully complete a cellege preparatory program 1D hzgh
school, and become admissible to a college Oor UN1vVersity. in
this programrm, college students from the local California Etate
Cniversity  (C5U) campus provide acajemlc support s2rvices 1n 4
small dgroup setting, tec sixth, seventh, and eignth grade
studerts. Parents of the i1ntermed:ate schocl students receive
information about financial aid opportunzties, and the rmportance
of a scund academiz preparation 1n the middle schocl vyears. The
prograr  1s Jowntly administered at the State level by the
Chance”cr's off.ce of the Cal-fornia State University and <the

californie State Deparctment of Education:; and at the local level
bv the _ntermeciate school and the C5U campus.

student interns will be assisting 1ntermediate schocl students
wilith their regularly assigned coursswork 1n academic subjects

such as math, lLanguage arts, scilence, and history. Interns will
work with the intermediate school students before class, after
class, during study halli, or on weekends. Interns will not be

assigning exrra assignments, but wilil 1nstead meet with the
teachers 1nvclved to anticipate and zrepare students for upcoming
assignments, and assist with homework as 1t 1s assigned.

Tne selection process for the five campuses and the 21
intermedliate schools i1nvolves several STeps. The eligibility of
oSy campuses was determined by the location of intermediate
schools having the largest enrollrerts of Black and Hisgpanic
students. The nine campuses eilgiikls to apply were asKed to
gubmnit materiz.s tco the Chancellor's cffice. 7Those materials are
being read oy a group of people from the CSU Chancellor's office,
the Califcrnia State Department of Zducatzizn, and the University
of Cal-_fornia. Fased on the quality of materials submitted, the
recommendatlions of the readers, and the availlability of el:igible
ard interested 1ntermediate schools, the Chancellor's office and
the Department will select four campuses to participate 1n the
program.

Tntermediate schools were eligible to apply for the program 1f
thev met the following criteria:

* forty percent (406%) or more of the students are
underrepresented ethnic minority {(Black or Hispanic) in grades 6,
7, and & (grade 6 opticnal);

* Jopcatlon 1n a region serviced by one of the fellowving CsU
campuses: Dominguez Hiils, Fresnc, Fullerton, Havward, L0S
rngeles, Norithridge, FPomona, San Diedc, 5an Jose,

* an el
through 8

ghth grade (services are limited to students in grades 6
}



The training cf student interns 1s the key to the success of th:is
project. The ¢SU and the SDE are develcoping a portion of the
tra:zning package which wi1ill be used by all fcocur campuses. The
wortion tTrains student interns to work with small groups of
students (2-6 1n a group) on problemr solving 1n mathematics,
reading for meaning, and effective writing technigques. The
enphaslis of the tftraining will be on training students to study
together 1n groups, Uslng guastioning and analytical technigues

wihilch stimulate critical thinking. Adcitional compcnents of the
training, suzhk as sensgitivity to ethnic diversity, or protocol of
working  1n a school setting will need tc be developed Zcointly by

the C35U campus anrd surrounding schools.

~“he CSU campuses and intermediate schools selected were reguired
to submit & jeintly developed imrlementation plan by December 12,
19%6. In the plan, they w2ll need to describe:

1. a strategy for i1dentifiving thcese students whe will warticipacze
in the College Readiness Program;

2. the process and criteria for selecting and trainlng C3SU
nterns, 1ncluding a detailled description of the content cf the
training. {Note, 1t 15 hoped that a large proporticn of interns
w11l be Blaczk or Hispanic, So that they may more eiffectively
serve as ro_e mcaels);

i. a process for tracking student success 1n high school;

4. activit-o=s for parents, to ralse their level of awareness

about financial a1d, college peparedness, and college

ellgibility;

5. a plan for the delivery of direct academ:ic assistance,

includling scheduling and supervisihg tutoring sessions, 1hasuring
regular cocmmunication between 1nterns and tezachers, and

Mmonlitoring 1ntermedliate students' progress,

93]

. the time line and budget;

1

7. an evaluaticn plan, including ccllection of baseline data on
the number of Black and Hispanic students eligible te enroll 1n
Algebra 1 by grade 8 cor 9. Participants will also ke asked to
partliclpate 1 a statewlde evaluation, which will reguire
collection of i1nformation to answer guestlons such as: how many
parents attended financial aid sessions, did attitudes of parents
and students change as a result of the program; d4did students'
skills improve.

Funding Hxstory
d budget fecr the project 1s a total of 480,000 for

Fa)
The actual start-up date 13 approximately January,

Intermediate schools will receive approximately 56,000 wver

=~
13



school. Allowable expendltures are: transportation of
intermed-ate school students to and from tutoring sSessl0ns;
supervis:zon of interns; release time £por teachers to work with
the project, salary of project director; stipends for teachers
who wor'k overtime on the project, materials and supplies.

CSU campuses wl1ll receive an average of 560,000 per site, 60% of
whicnh wi1ill be vused for student 1ntern stipends and zintern

transportation. The remaining 40% mav be used for salary of
project director, tralinlng costs, program evaluation, temporary

el suprlies and services, travel, egquiwrent, and honcraria for
r = r = _

Eroject consultants involved 1n training, program development, Cr

technical assistance to the project.



CELIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION RETENTIOX OF NEW
TEACHERS IN INNER CITY SCHOOLS

e Retentron of New Teachers i1n Inner City Schools Program was
initlated 1in 1986 1in collaboration with the Cal-fornia State

University. The 1ntent of this program 1s tc assist Zirst vear
teachers who are assigned to inner city schools that have a high
proporticen o=f minority students. The primary goals of +Lthils

programn are:
2. ©TO .nciease the likelihcod that these target teachers will
remain 1n the teaching professicn, thereby i1ncreasing the supply

—

of teachers; and

2. to erhance the effectiveness of these teachers, thereby
improving the guality of education for students 1n  predominantly
minority schools.

In order to reach these objectives, %the program will provide
additional support for the beginning teachers--primarily from CSU
faculty, supervisors and school district mentor teachers, and a
reduced teaching load of approximately 10 to 20 percent.

rund:Ing

Fundimg for the Rezention of New Teachers in Inner City Schools
Program or ts first vear, 1986-B7, 1s at 5400,000 frem State
general funas. Two CSU sites will receive $200,C00 each. The

sites are CSU at hHayward and CSU at San Diego.

Nuthers Saerved

Each site wi1ill seiect 23> new teachers.

FvaiuatIon

There 15 no data avallable as tc the impact of the program as of
the writing cf this report. The start-up date for the program
was November 1, 198¢. &n external evaluation wlill be conducted
for the first vear of i1mplementation. The external evaluation
w1lll be submitted to CSU.

I~
I~



CRZLIFORNIZ STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATICON, DEMONSTRATION PROGRANMS
IN READING AND MATHEMATICS

The Demonstration Programs 1n reading and mathematics were
created in 1969 when the Caiiforn:ia State Legislature enacted
Agssembly Bill 938 with an dappropriaticon of §3 million. 2B 938
represents an effort to stress profic-ency in reading and/or
mathemacics for student rooulations form low-1ncome
neignoornroods,  high transiency, and low test scores 1in dgrages 7,
&, ard ¢,

~1gible districis defined as "those naving schocls of greatest
neeg" can compete for first-vyear appropriatlions to suppcrt a
program 1n the seventh grade, the e.ghth grade :n <the second
veal', and the ninth grade 1n the third of a juriior high school.

r legislatzve mandate, 1n order to keep <their funding,
lclpating schools must:

*  Show definite academic 1mprovement for underachieving
youngsters in reading and/or mathematics.

* Create a highly svstematized program which could be repliicated
&T another szhnool s:ia,

¥ Produce hrgh student achievement.

* Dissemznate infarmation to other school people akout successful
practzces learned in the programs.

Funding History

Funding for the Demonstrariocn FPrograms Thas continued at
approximate.y %3 million annually since the Program began irn
1969, The funding lewvel for the 1986-57 current budger consists
of £4,387,000 for approximately 30 Demonstiat-on Projects
Iepresentlng 23 districts throughout the State. The fundzng
formula for the Programs take intoc account learning achievement
based on the difference between expected gains 1n achievement and
actual gains, as measured by pre- and post test scores 1in the
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills {CTBS} and the Program <Cost
ber schocl site. The least cost effective schools are dropped
from the Program each vear.

Numbers Served

Appro¥:imately 10,00C students are expected to be served in 1986-
27.



Evaluatiocn

Tne comprehensive evaluation design per project 1s determined

entzrely at the local district or schocl level. Information
reportved Dy the State Department of Education stemming £for the
1981-82z local evaluations indicated a median of 2.2 months cf
rowth 1rn  read:ing and 2.9 months of growth 1n mathematics per
2ach month of preogram instruction. ODuring the same school vear,
tne med-arn increase 1n reading was 183 percent and 370 percent in
rathematzcs over predicted scores in ~-1ght of the low gpretest

score chalacteristics of rparticipating students.

2cent  ewvaluation data was not submitted for the writing of this
report by the State Department of Education. The Legislative
Analvsts QOffice reviewed the Frogram 1n preparat-on for theair
analysis of *he 1986-87 Budget Bi1ll and made the following
recommendatlcns:

1. Assign a new sunset date for the Demonstration Programs and
g

2. Establzsh a procedure to ensure legislative rev:iew of sunset
rewvilew reports.

1. Only Those rew demcnstration program applicants proposing  to
utlllize an -nstructisnal methodcloyy or currzcuium which differs
signii-cancly from existing demonstration praograms may be

considered for Zunding.

N

atz  suppart for any demconstration programs that have been
ed for three or four vears contingent wupon agreement by
e school district to fund the instructicnal component of
the program with district funds, and with the state suppcrt
limzted +to the costs of curriculum development and
dissemination/replication of activitles.

I~
(e}



CALIFTORNIA STUDENT GPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS PROGRAM (CZIL-SO&P)

The California Student Opportunity and Access Program, as
tnitiated in September 1979, established five interinstitutional
pi.ot rrajects de=i1gned to 1ncrease accessibolity into
posisecondary education for low-income high school and communzty
college students. The projects are also evpected fto reduce
unnecessary  dupliication i1n outreach efforts as vell a5 utiliize
ccliege  studenis as peer counselors and Sutors for low-income

n schcol studerts., The five projects and grant awards, as
ected by the Student Aid Commission, are the following:

198¢-87
1. =ast Bay Consortium 78,825
2. Santa Barbara Consortium 65,838
3. San Joaguin Consortium 62,644
4. San Diego County Consortium ~45,949
5. So2lanc County Success Consortium T3, 162
6. South Coast EJOP/S Consortium 71,082
Each project targets students who meet the i1ncome eligibiloty
reguirements  estarlished by the Student zi1d Commiss:on (a 1978
racome oI less than §22,300 for a famzly of one to four children,
$13,00 with five children, and $13,506 w-—th si1x cnzldren). WwWith
tne exceptzon of the San Diego program, the primary goal of the
prcjects 15 to raise the achievement level of low-i1ncome students
through mot:ivational and academic suppor: programs such as
tutoring, on-camnpus living experience, campus visltations, and
cultural evvents and field trips. The primary goal of the San

Disgc Cal-30&P project 15 to develop a cost-effective system that
cocrdinates ana dissemlnates :information to farget students about
nestsecondary oppoartunities. The services provided 1nclude peer
and cross-age counseling, a colleage information hot-line, and a
conprehensive student i1nformation svstem.

Funding 1986-87

State 497,000
Matching Funds 497,000
TOTAL £954,000

Mumbers Served

Since each of the prejects provided differing services at
differing levels of intensity, the number of students served are
not comparaklse among the five projects.

I
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1985-86

East Coast Consortium 3,597
Santa Barbara Consortium 1,651
San Soadquin Consortium 1,464
San Diegc County Cal- Scap Consortium 8,497
Solanc Cocunty Success Consortium 2,907
South Cocast EOP/S Consortium 6,153

TOTAL SERVED 24,209
gvaluation Data
The Postsecondary Education Comm-ssion has the responsipility for
evaluating thils pilet program. in December, 198¢, the
Commlissicn, ir. & report entitled the Califocrrnia Student
Opportunity and Access Program: An Interim Eeport, concluded
that:
CONCLUSION 1-activitiles with 1ith and 12th graders can 1ncrease
postsecondary participation of students from economic and ethnic
packgrounds characterized by low participation.

JOHCLUSION 2~The 1local! intersegmental consort-um model has
demcnstrated the abllity to:
a-zoorcinated the activities c¢f postsecondary recrulters
Tequoing Guplication and disruption for high school s-udents.

b-drawv on spare resources of the consortium members to deliver
services to students 1n a cost-effective manner.
c-convey 1nfcrmation te high school students about the entire

sange cf postsecondary opporitunities and suppert avallable to
ther and the necessary steps to Securing those opportunities
untoc themselives.

g-direct the efforts of POstseconcary outreach to students who
have 4 reasonable chance of taking advantage of the

opportunity.

CONCLUSION 3-The :rmprovements in coordination of servics and
tsseminaticn of 1nformation that +the Cal-SOnP proiects can
CLalm and the evidence of 1improvements in postsecondary
participation that the clder projects have shown suggest strongly
that some mechanism for coordination and provision of a core of
such services should exist in all communities wherse Slzeabie
populiations of historically underrepresented groups are present.



UNIVEESITY OF CALIFORNIA ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT PROGRAMS

State funding for the Academic Enrichment Program (AEP) resulted
from a special leg:islative 1nitiative (1978-79 Budget Bill) which
recognrzed the critical importance of i1ncreasing the enrollment
of  underrevpresented groups 1n postsecondarv educaticon and the
need for faculty of the University of Califorria toc assist 1n
such an effort.

In response tc this initiative, University of California faculity
members met ~1th adminzstrators of student affirmatve azt-on

rograms o d1SCUSs ways 1nn  which supstantial faculty
participatzon could be buizlt i1nto outreach programs. As a result
2f these discussions, tThe Univers:ity proposed tao creatse new
"MESA-1lixe" prcocgrams for students who anticipated college malicrs
1n areas other than mathematics, engineering, and the sciences,
such as business, =sconomics, and history.

Like Early Outreach, AEP 15 designed to remove the barriers which
make 1t difficult for minority and low-income students to become
college eligibie. its activities are focussed on the
afcrement-oned five critical factors affecting student attitudes
and achirevement. Tc braing about desired changes, AEP exXtends a
s1ce ranse of ecducat:ional services toc hagh school students,
irzluding  those previously outlined for Early Outreach: (1)
academic adwvis-ng; (2) tutoriel and learning skills servoces, (3)
zocllege and career counseling; (4) parent meetings, (3} campus
tour; and (&) summer programs.

F 1s wunigue 1n that 1t 1nvolves University faculty and
cifzssicnals from the business sector in addition te secondary
5ol teachers and counselors, wparents, and the traditional
var

s

n'g

1ty outreach staZf. These participants help assure +that

vices and a students's course work articulate well with
virements of the major the studsnt expects to pursus 1n
. &E? works closely with local MESA Programs. Currentiy
appuses host AEP: Berkeley, Davis, Irvine, and Santa
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Goals

AEP serves both Junior and senior high school students
participating 1n EArlvy Outreach. It seeks to elevate both the
dgpiraticns and academic achievement of rparticipants.
Specifically, the gzals of RE? are (1) to assist students to
achlieve more than the minimum standards for reguliar University
aamissicn, and (2) tc prepare students to excel as Jnlversity
undergraduates -n areas cther than mathematics, engineering, and
the scilences, such as business, economics and history.

Scheool Participants

During the 1982-83 academic yvear, 44 California publizc high



schools participated in REP. These schools were selected on the
basis of the fcllowing criteria:

~- Exlstence of a strong academic curriculum;

Z. Bigriificant number of Partnersnip participants showing an

1nterest in preparing for a coilege major in areas other
than mathematics, engineer:ng and the sciences, such as
business, economics, and histcrv; and

[

- An actilve 1nterest on the part of the school adm-listracion
and facultyvy.

Student Particrpation
The criteria used to select programr participants vary from one
area to the cther, but the following guidelines are used to

consider all applicants:

1. Students must be earning at least a "C" grade 1in all of their
Sub-ects;

ta

Students rust agree to enroll not Just 1n the usual cgcllege
preparatory courses put alsoc 1n honors courses in their major
arez oI concentraticn:

2. Students nmust have and maintalin a grade point average of 2.5
in kA to F courses (those required by the University}

4. Students must agree to attend study sessions; and

Z. rormer Partnersnipz  Praogram students recelive Pr_ority

consideration.

Funding History

1278-79 *1379~80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-~-54
§180,000 1/ ~G- $192,000 £192,000 £192,000 $200,000
1984-85 1585-8%6 1986-87
$200,000 5200,000 $2006,000

1/ Four projects at $45,000 each during the start-up yvear.

*The funding provzded 1n the 1978-70 Budget Act was not utilized
curing the fiscal vear by the University for the establishment of
~he

Academic Enrichment Program. The Legislature, therefore,
carried the $18C,000 appropriation forward to fFiscal year 197%-
80, witnout adding additional funding.
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Numbers Served

There were 3547 students served by the University's Academ:ic
Enrichment Program duraing the 1984-85 year. Dur-ng 31983-84, 678
students wers served at 37 high schools. in 1982-83, 737

students were served at 44 high schools.

Evaluation Data

n January 1981, the University of California pubkl:shed a report
ertitled '"First Year Evaluaition of the Academic Enrichment
Program, :1979-30" which provides data about the number of
studerts served curing the firs%t ysar. The report also i1ncludes

a czase study of the program at the Davis campus, which suggested
that the program was having a positive i1mpact on  the students

served. In February 1882, the University published data about
the academic record 1in A-F courses for participants 1n the
Academic Enrichment Program during 1980-81. These data 1ndicate
that more than 33 percent of the program participants on the
Berxeley and Davlis campuses malntained a 2.5 or better GPA. in
contrast, on the Santa Barbara campus, 64 percent of the
participants nad less than a 2.5 GPAR. 3Bevond these loimited data,
there -3 n¢ pasis upon wnlch to judge the effectiveness oF the

tcademzc Enrichment Program.

In Marcn, 1284, the University of Califcrnia completed a report
ent_tlied "Evaluation of Early Outreacn and the Academic
Enr-chment Progaram" which provides data on the number of students
servea 1n 1982-83. The following are the si1x major findings:
1. Eariv Outreach and AEF served 21,121 students from
underreprasented minority groups and/or low-income fam-lies,
and they served 487 high =chools. This s a student
increase of 14% and a schocl i1ncrease of 32% over the

Vrev1ous vear.

Z. Consistent w—th the design of the programs, a wide range of
educational services were extended to particapants, including
(a) academic advising; (b) tutorial and lecarning skills

service; (c) college and career counseling, (d} parent
meetings; (e) campus tours; and (f) summer bridge
Droagrams. (See Addendum 1 for the number of students
served by service and by program. Llso attached 18 a

description of services provided.)

3. Participants 1r the nainth, tenth, and eleventh garades were
found ©o be on track toward entering & college or
un-versity. That 1is, they are enroiling irn colliege
preparatocry courses and performing at a level which
iE li1kely to galin them entrance into a
postsecondary instituticn.

4. BSystem wide, 70.3% of Earlv Outreach and AEP graduates 1in the
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1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 198e~-87
$396,000 $613,000 5674,000 §733,000

The Univers:zty provided the financial support for this wvrogranm
during :ts 1nitial two vears. Beginring in 1277-78, support was
shared by the State General Fund (%5%) and the University (43%}).
I~ 1°980G-822, the State contributed 7> percent of the funding, and
the U—maiversity contributed 25%. Thas pattern was continued
T—hrough 2985-86. As of 189B86-87 the State and Unilversity contilnue
sharing costs, at approximateiv 73% and 23%, however 1t 1S

unclear exactly at what peicentage.

Numbers Served

The Immediate Jutreach program of the University of California
provides services to most high schools and Community Colleges
throughout California. Data are not available, however, about
the total number of individuals or schoolis served through this
programr since 1t has not been possible to identifvy the unknown
numper  of duplicated counts of students or schogl served LV
Iimmediate Outreach =ffzrts from more than one university campus.

valuation

The University has the responsibility for ewvaluation of the
Immediate OQutreach program. According to the UC sgystemwide
administrative office, petween 13978 and 1986, the recruitment
efforts of Immed:iate Outreach helped to 1ncrease the number of
underrepresented minority freshman admitited to the University by
3,089, an i1increase of 11Z.4 percent. Iost of these students were
eliglble for Tniversitvy admission under current acamwrlissicn
reguirements.

zent data available from UC are for the 1982-83

The most rec
—he number of schools served by Immediate Qutreach:

CONnCerning

Immediate Outreach

1982-83 Number Of Schools Served
ucs Jch UCTI UCLA TUCR UCSD UCSB UCSsC
High Schools 222 g 116 14 101 25 179 35
Comm. Ccll. 44 10 2L 0 37 0 >3 0]

The tctai number cof students served by Immediate Ouireach are not
provide for two reascons. First, the goals of Immediate Cutreach
concern targeted schools, not students. These schools are
selected, in part Dbecause of relatively high percent of
underrepresented students they enroll. Immediate Outreach
services are provided at these schools to all students who are
interested in the University--minorities, non-mincorities, EBarly

TOTAL
ac
700
1&7



Class of 83 went on to a postsecondary institution.

(W)

The UC eligibility rate for these Dutreacn programs was 24.1%
for the Class of “83. This 1s 63% greater than the
statew:de eligibility rate (14.8%) for students not
participating zn these programs and 382% greater than the
UC elzgipbiiity rate (5%) for underrepresented students.

[on]

In the ClLass of 83, 26.5
enrcllec at the Universit
State Jnivarsity system.
(15.4%)
enter these

% of Eariy OQutreach and AEF graduates
v ©f (alifcrnia or in the Californira
This is 72% greater than the raze
at which Califerria nigh school graduates usually
1nstitutions.

ACADZMIC EWNRICHMERT PRCJECTS

Berkelewy Business Tutoring, counsel- 126 {(79-80} 7 (79-80)
adminis- ing, field trips, 53 -(80-81) 5 (80-81)
Tratiocn/ summer pProgramns, 115 (81-82) 11 (81-82)
econom- Ongoling programs 109 (82-83) 1z (8z2-83)
.Ccs to stimulate 9z (83-84) 12 (B3-24)

interest 1irn target N/& (84-83) N/& (84-83)
careers--use of

Learning Assistance

Center facilities

and resources.

Irvine Writing, Monthly meetings, 130 (79-80) 5 (79-80)
numani- Jjoint Partners/aRP 144 {80-81} 9 (8G-81)
Ttles/fine summer institute, 282 (81-82) 10 (81-8:2)
arts, tutoring, facultwy 222 (82-83) 13 (82-83)
computer guest lectures and 149 (§3-84) 10 (82-84)
sclence/ advising, parent 150 (84-83) T (84-33%)
mathn meatings and par-

tilcipation in
program activities.

Santa Barbara Fine &rts Summer Program and 83 (79-80) 3 (79-90)
humanities employment, 72 (80-81) 3 (B80-81)

enrichment courses 170 (81-82) 3 (81-82)
in fine arts/acad- 230 (82-83) 3 (82-83)
emlic vear program 190 (83-84) 3 (83-84)
cf: c¢ounseling, 242 (84-85) & (84-85)
field trips,

tutcering, incentive

awards.

Davis Computa- Academic advising, 173 (79-80) 4 (79-80)
tzon/ career counseling, 113 (80-81) 4 {80-81)
written academic tutorials, 99 (Bi-8&72) 9 (81-8Z2)
COMMUnL - field trips, schol- 176 (8z-83% 16 {(82-83)
catlicn arship zncentives. 187 (83-84}) 12 (83-84)
skills 155 (84-85}) 17 (84-83)



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIZA EARLY OUTREACH PROGEAM (PARTNERSHIP--
JUNTOR. HIGH SCHOOL CCOMPONENT)

The University of California began i1ts Partnership Program 1L
1376 tc 1ncrease tne number of junicr high school students from
underrepresented groups who are sufficiently infeormed about
college and motivated to attend, that they w1l enroil 1n
"ﬁr-ege prerparatory classes once they enter the ninth grade.
Beoxnnong 1n Fall 1981, the Legislature prescribed taht the goal
o This Dr“aram is to 1ncrease the number of ethnilc mlroritles
whe are e2ligible for admission to the University of California.
In June r982, the Legislature revised the goal for this program
to an increase xn the number of low-1ncome and/or ethnic minority
students who are eligibkle to enroll in public four-yvear collegss,
although students who are elig:ble nav subseguently choose Tc
atrtend ancther postsecondary inst-turion.

In order to meet thlis goal, the program has been designed to
provide the followiling services:

i, Acaqgemric idvising: individual and group sessicns with both
students and their parents, concentrating on University of
Callfornia entrance reguirements, college life, the importance of
agdexilarte academic preparation and the responsibility of the
students To make the most ¢f the:ir educaticnal opportunities. On
some campuses, Saturday and summer classes or tutorial sessions
are alsc neld.

2. Rocle HModel Presentations: meetings with local college
faculty, students, community, and business leaders of

underrepreseted groups, WwWho serve as reole models as they make
presentations to students, serve as hosts feor field trips, andsor
del-ver program services such as zounseling or tutoraing.

ial}

. Cclillege and Un_versity Visits: students and thelir parents
7=t campuses 2 the University of California, the California
State TUnlverslty and Colleges, the Community Colleges, and
~ndependent i1nstitutions.

4, Dissemination of Printed Information: brochures and
material develgped specifically for students and parents. These
contain i1nformation on  academlice preparation, financial aid,
college entrance examinations, and other topics.

5. Parent Meetings: information on financial aid and on the
academic preparation necessary for admission tc a college or
Aniversity distrikbuted to parents.

The Partnershir Program 1s a cogcperative effort between =he
Jniversity and junior high school campuses throughout California.
Target schocls are seiected on the basizs of the following five
general crizerila-s

1. The level of mwznority student enrollment,



2. The willingness of school officials to participate in the
program,

3. The extent to which students 1n these schools alreacdy receive
services siwrilar to those offered by the Partnersnlp Program;

. The extent tc which students in th local high schools enrcll
i the Uriversity, and

z The develcpment of an appropriate ethnic mi¥ of students
participating 1 the program.

Bazsed cn avallable resources, exXpertise, scheool need,
gecgraprhical and budgetary considerations, each campus program
deterrtinaes the extent of services 1t can offer ro ary giwven
scnool. Schools which vreceive the full range of Fartnership
services are referred to as "full service" schools. Schoclis
rec91flng less than the full range of services are categorized as
"limited service" schools, Those trecelving only printed
materials are referred to as "information" schools. Overall, the
Partnership Program serves over 250 junior high schools

throughout the state,

Whole lth*la for student selection varies from campus to
campus, tne basic criteria fcor all participants inciude:

i. Enrollment in 7th, 8th, or 9th grade,

Z. Ethniz minority and/or low-income background;

3. Peotential to Dbenefit from the Partnership Frogram and 1ts
activities;

4. Potent:zal +*tc achieve at a level which woulé result 1n
Jnivers:ty eligibility upon graduatiosn from high school: and

5. Desire to participate in the program.

Participating students are expected to strive to meer three
distinct objectives:

i. BSuccessful completion of a college pPreparatory English course
in the ninth grade,

- Successful completion of first vear algebra before entering
e tenth grade; and

T

J

- Development of an individual acadermic plan tc be vursued 1n
senzor high schocl.



UNIVERSITY GF CALIFORNIA EARLY OUTREAZCH PROGRAM {PARTRERSHIZ--
SENIOR RIGH SCIOO0OL COMPONENT)

T“he University of California started the senior high scheool
component 1n 1979 tc meet the needs of ninth, tenth, and eleventh
grade students wno have been 1nvelved with Partnership i1n junior
high school. This component 1s designed to provide botl direct
academic support and assistance and continued informational and
motivational services to those Partnership students who enroll 1in
college preparatory COUurses upon entering high school. Students
who 4o nzt take 4 to ¥ courses are referrea to  programs more
cicsely tallored ¢ their needs and aspiraticns. dMany of who are
on the "college-prep tract" and doing excepticnally wel: are aiso
referreZ, but te meore i1ntensive programs such as MES2 or one of
the four Academic Znrichment Programs. The Partnershipr high
scnecl component seeks to retain and work directly with those
=tudents who have the potential to become eligible without the
program's support.

The feollowing expectations are made of students who participate
in the program:

1. Complestion of college-preparatory classes on a scheduls which
w1llil allow for completion of the University's subject
regulrements before high school graduation,

z. Develcpmert of good study skills and habits, and active
partlcipatlon 1n programr activities; and
4, Malintenance c¢f a level of academic achievement which will

insure eligibility to enter a public four-yvear college.

The program basically offers the same five activities and
services as the 7unisr high component.

I . Agademic advising

2. Rcle model presentation

3. College and university visits

4. Dissemination of printed information

3. Parent meetings

However, as the senior high schoecl program 1s intended to assist

students to complete rigorous academic programs successfully,
1ncreased emphasis 1s placed on tutoring and advising.

n

in the juniocr high compoment, each campus selects
~trcipating scheools from 1ts geographical area. Each of the
nt campus wrograms 15 staffed with a full-time outreach
icer, undergraduate and graduate studeni advisors and tutors.
nce the program aims to serve former Partnership students in

O M
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the Junicr high, the schocl selection criteria are narrowly
defined. The basis for school selection 15 based on the
following criteriac

1. The level of mirnority student enrcllment,

Z. The willingness of schooli officials to rartic-pate 1n the
program,

3. The number of students who had participated in Tne Fartnersh:zmp
Drogranm.

. € extent to wnich students in these schools already receive
ervices similar tc those offered by the Partnership Program:

5. The extent to which students 1n the local high schools enrc.l
in the University, and

&. The development of an appropriate ethnic mix of students
rarticipating 1n the program.

The cr_teriz used to select program participants vary from campus
to cCATPUS. Eowever, the common basic criterra for &ll
Barticipants 1nclude:

Z. Enrcllment in ninth, tenth, eleventr ar twelfih grades;

Z. Being a member of an underrepresented m_nority group, coming
fror a low-income background, or both:

3. Potential benefit from the program and 1ts actlivities;

W

Potential for admissicn to a fouil-vear postseccndary
“nstituticon upcn graduation from high school; and

5. Demonstrated desire Lo partigipate 1in the programn.

Funding History

1976-77 1977-78 1378-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82
$462,000 £1,162,000 $1,454,000 $1,830,000 $2,030,000 $2,267,000
1982-83 _983-84 1284-85 1985-86 1988-87

£2,303,000 $2,448,000 $2,606,000 $2,874,000 $3,581,CC0

The University provided the financial support for tnis program
during its 1nitial two vears. Beginning -—n 1377-78, support was
by the State General Fund (55%) and the Unzversity (43%}). Since
-980-81, the State provides 75% of the funding, with the
Unzversity supporting the remainder. This funding pattern was
continued through 1985-86, s of 19B86-87, the state and the
Unlversity are sharing costs at approximatelv 75%-25%, however,



the exact percentage is not clear.

Numbers Served

Early Qutrreach Junior High Seriior High
Students Schools Students Schools
Bd-83 13,053 214 ~2,491 245
84-83 17,825 221 0,823 230
53-82 2,933 172 11,430 271

Evaluation Data

mments  on evaluation data-reported in the descraiption of
C Enrichment Program.



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIAZ IMMEDIATE OUTREACH PROGRAM

The final phase of the University's student affirmative action
outreach eifort i1s i1ts recruitment component, Immediate Outreach.
The principal goal of Tmmediate Outreach is tc augment the number
cf applicants from regularly eligible underrepresented minor-ty
and low-income students, and to lncrease the number of these
students who acctually enroll i1n the University of Califcrnia.
The University began th:s program in 2976 as part of 1ts 1nitial
Studant Zffirmnazive Lctilion program. The specific prograr
crhzectaives, az stated by the University 3ystemwide staff, a

H

e

1. To seex ocut and assist regularly gquai-fied high school seniors
and Community Callege students 1n mak:ng application to the
Un-vers_t7y,

Z. To assist former Barly Outreach students 1in their application
to the university;

3 To assist former Early Outreach students in their application
to other postsecondary institutians; and

4. To help track the academic progress of current and former
carly outreach students who enter the University ancé other
postsecondary institutions.

While each <¢f the nine UC campuses adminlsters an Immedlate

Outreach program, each program wvaries in scope and in the type of

services delivered. The administration unit responsible for

Immediate Outreach services alsc varies from campus to campus.

These cervice may, for instance, be provided through the

Fducational Ovpsrtunity Program, Student Afflirmative Acticn

ard. or the 0Office of Relations wlth Schools.

1ts, publications, campus tours, freshman ar—entation

Sl¢ns/seninars, tutoring, career information days, admissions
unseling, college motivation nights, summer reasidential
cgrams, and mini-information conferences and workshops.

1
Tous, they 1nclude high schocl wvisits, Community College
s

A1l bhigh schools within the campus servigce area participating 1n
the Partnersh-p Program receive the highest priority in Immediate
Outreach services. Many other schools throughout the State are
also targeted for services based upon high percentages of
mincrity enroliiment and demonstrated desire for services by
counselors, parents and students.

Tunding History

1857-78 1978-79 i979-80 1980-281 1981-82 1882-83
§312,000 $318,000C $401,060 $576,000 $573,834 £59¢,000



Outreach graduates, and those who have never had anvy gprevious
contact wlth the University. Given these goals, -t 1s
appropriate tco evaluate Immediate Qutreach efforts 1n  terms of
their success to reach targeted schoecls and to provide needed
services. Sezond, efforts to obtain the total number cfi students
served by Immed:iate Outreach result in an unknown nurmber of
duplicated counts. This 1s unfavorable because of the manner in
whicnh campuses provide Immedrate OQutreach services. Within a
g:zven area, for exarple, a campus will fregquently »rovide such
services at a convenient community sett-ng or high school. These
services frequently attract students from neighboring areas to
thesa si1tes. Jn any given occasion, there 1s an unknown numrbper
of stuwlcrts present who participated 1n similar University
activities at other locatrons.

BN



UNIVERSEITY OF CanIFORNIA ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES

The University of California campuses offer a broad range SE
services for students who need help with their course work cor
with perscnal problems related to campus life. These services
are used n»v a substantial proportion cf the student opody (as much
as one gJuarter on some campuses), and have bhecome an  _ntegral
part of the Uniwversitv's activities. Since 1976, the Unzversity
has supplemented the academic suppcrt services avallable to
students at large with additional or mcrs intensive gervices Cr
minor-ty and low-lncoms siudents.

The =ervices offered wvary somewhat among the campuses, Lkut
genera’_y 1aclude four basic tyvpes of programs: (1) learing
ski1lls assistanze, 1nciuding small-group sessions and i1ndzvidual
cnsu_tation on reading, writing, and study skills such as time
management, nctetaking, and test preparation; {(2) summer
transitional programs, varyling from week-long orilentations to six
or eight week academic programs; {3) advising and counseling
sessions, 1ncluding advising on careers and on graduatse and

professional schocls; and (4) tutoring and instructicnal
assistance

Tne spsoll nutber =f students using eacn service varles
consld ELaDl depending on the type of service. Because records
are keot for Dabh individual program separately, 1t 18 1mpossible
on most campusses Lo Jdetermline an unduplicated count of the number
of =students usilng a&ll services. The fecllowing 1is a br:aef
SUMmMary .

EZREXELEY. The Student Learning Center (SLC} provides most oI
thig campus' support services. it served 1172 EOP/SEZ  students
through 1ts ShA-funded services. This rewvresents an 1ncrease of
5.6% over thne previous Year. Cf this total, 81.4% were from
undellepleaen:ed MiNnority groups. Trhis s a 3.9% 1ncrease over
1981-82. The 1172 students served also revresents 58.1% cf the
total number cf ZOP/3%% students served by SLC through all of 1ts
services, regardless of funding source. Tutoring and graduate

school 2nformation services showed the greatest 1ncreases 1n
student participation over 1981-82.

DEVIS. Suppor: services on  this campus are vnrovided by the
Engineering, English, and Mathematics Departments, and by the
Learning 5Skills and Counseling Centers. Each of these service

units 1nvoirved a different number of EOE/SAA students, ranging
from 145 to 2171. 211 but cone of these units (Counseiling) showed
an 1ncrease 1n  student participation, rangzng from 11.9% to
1.3.1% ower 1981-82. The Departments of Enginesring ana
Mathematics reported the greatest increase.

IRVINE. Between 424 and 790 EOP/SAA students were served by each
of this campus' four major service units: the Tutorial
Assistance Program, Learning Skills Center, OQffice cf Special
Services, and the Career Planning and Placement Center. The

i
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first served as many as 1t did in 1981-82: the second 1ncreased
by 21.5%; the third decreased by 19.5.%; and the last decreased
by 6.06%.

L0OS ANGELES. The aAcademic Advancement Program (3EP) provides all
of thls campus' support services. Its different service programs
1avolved from 61 to 1606 EOP/SAA students. Academic and Personal
Ccunseling unit was used the mos:t, and i1t showed a student
rarticipation 1ncresase of 75,.7% over 1981-52. The Freshman
Summer Program and the Tutoring unit showed a decreass -n student
rarticipatzon of ..2% and 9.8%, respactivelyv. Tne Peer Advising
uniit, or the cther hand, =showed a 36.9% 1ncrease.

RIVERSIDE. Support Services on thls campus are provided throucgh
T—he ZQOP/5L%: Qffice. Duraing :1982Z2-83, 4.4 EOP/Saa students were
served, an 1ncrease of 89.9% over the previous ysear. The Math
Program was the most frequently used service, and 2t showed a
student participation increase of 360% over 1981-83Z. No
information was available about the class levels and grade-point
averages of participants.

SaN  DIEGO. The Office of Academ:c Support and Instructional
Services (JASIS] provides this campus' suppcert services. it
offers seven SAk-funded service program: The Academiz Success
Proqram torial Program, Reading Program, Study Sk:lls FProgram,
Writing Programr, Languade Prograr, and the Summer Bridge Program.
These oprograms served from 80 to 723 EOP/SAZ  students during
_L8--823., The latter figure represents 70.3% of the total number
cf students served by OASIS through all of 1ts programs,
regarcdless of funding. The first five showed &a decrease 1n
student participation ranging from Z2.2% to 17.9%. The Languages
Program 1is a new service, and the Summer Bridge Programr, which 1g
going on 1ts sixth vear, showed arn increase of % over the
Erevious vear.

H th

ogr
)

SENTA BLRBARA. Campus support services are disvensed through the
Z202/554 Offirce. Three service programs are provided: the Summer
Transztion Program, Tutoring Program, ana the jcademaic
Iinternship/Scholars  Program. Each of these programs served
between 61 and 214 EQOP/SAA students. The Summer Transition
Program nad a 5.4% 1ncrease 1n student participation cver 1981-
82, the Tutoring Preogram a decline of 84.4%, and the Academic
Internship/Scholars Program a 76.3% drop 1n participation.

Funding History

1279-80 1580-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-8>
$1,01%,000 §1,266,000 1,472,000 $1,406,000 $.,4056,0CC §1,363,000

1985-86 _9g6-87
$1,488,0060 $2,23Z,G00

Funding for Academic Support Services -s derived from student
fees and che State General Fund, with the General Fund paving 75



rercent and educational fee Tevenues payving 25 percent. s of
1986~87 the State and University are cantinuing tc sharing cost
at approximately a 75%-25% ratio, however 1t ig unciear at
exactiy what percentage.

Tte Unzversity systemwide office publiished a Yeport entitled

"Academ1ico Support Services for Finoraity and Low-I me  Ziudents
eport provides

data <n  the eifectiveness of some  sgpecific suppoar

programs {the Siummer Brzdge Program at Jcsp and n

at the University of Carifornia™ ir 1984. This r
't service
T

1 usage
nformaticny. The Zata presented in the 1984 repcr te "thac
a substantial amount and ihcreasing number of students cocntinue
to make use of Universicy academic Support services and that
certain services continue to demonstrate a besltive effect”,
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CAaLZTOPNIA STATE UNIVERSITY CORE STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE &CTION
FROGRAD]

The Core Student Affirmative Action program 1s designed to
respond to the underrepresentation of ethnic minorities,, low-
income 1ndividuals, and women 1n the California State University
and Colleges system. In January 1986, a report by the State
University Educational Equity Advisory Council estabiished a new
array of goals for the CORE program. The goals established for
the new Student Affirmative Action program were to:

1. Increase the pocl of ethnic minorities toc be
e..gible for admission to higher education.

Z. Increase tne number of reguiarly admissibie sthnic
rincritie whe apply and enroll in  postseccndary
institutions, and

3. Seex ways to enhance the university structure and
environment s as to 1lncrease the chances of ethnic minority
in attaining their educaticnal and career objectives.

In order to establish a basis for futuie evaluations of the
Student Affirmative Action program, specific rerformance
objectives were 1dentified:

- Develop and 1mplement nontrad:it:tonal approaches
such as:
involving parents on cutreach efforts,
Brlingual information,
Intensive outreach tc hzgh schools,
Outreach to jr. high schools,
Cultural activities,
Invelving community agencies,
Inst:tutional commitment,
Review of exlsting institutiocnal policies,
procedures and vractices,
Multicu_tural curriculum focus for fuiture teachers
and counselors,
Iinvorvement cof faculty 1n recruitment and retention
of ethnic students, and,
Exposure to university environment.

- Complement exlsting egqual educaticnal opportunity

cefforts {(close coordination with EOQP)

- Promote linkages with campus support services such
as establishment of a broad based advisoryv committee
composed of warious academic, support service

and student groups, and

- iIncrease 1ntersegmental coordilnation -- iinkages with
UC,Community Colleges, K-12, and other CSU campuses to
strengthen the filow of students matriculatzon to

higher educaticn.



Funding History

i97g8-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982~
5130,000 5730,000 $1,881,828 $2,389,451 $2,538,
1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87

$2,537,293 52,793,126 3,018,157 $3,256,000

Numbers Served

The CSY Core program served approximately 47,777 students during
tne 1982-83 vear.

Evaluation Data

The program has nct had a comprhensive evaluation in recent years
due pramarily to the fact that 1t 1s undergoing a transformation
and will be cocrdinated with the CSU's Outreach efforts. The
Postsecondary Education Commission, which has the respeonsibility
to evaluate the program, reported 1in a review of the program
published in January 1983, that:

* Almost all c¢f the 19 State University campuses have made
orogress Ln  1mclementing the Core Progran. Thls progress
reflects +the involvement of senior campus administrators and
faculty as well as strong administratlve support from +the
Chancellor's 0Office.

=

The outreach component of the Ccre Program has been
cosltively received by high school counselors and staff, who
regard the Core staff as reliiable, well-trained, and
effective, Avallable data i1ndicate that increasing number of
minority students Zrom secondary schools served by the Core
Program are enrollaing 1in college.

]

* Better coordination of the outreach programs on most State

University campuses 15 heeded. The estabrishment of Core
outreach has meant that three different offices now provide
outreach services on most of these campuses. Better

coordination amcng these offices will increase the effective
use of the limited resources available for this function. The
Office of Student Outreach Services on the San Diego State
University campus provlides a model for outreach cocordination
that other campuses might well adopt.

* Most State University campuses have not succeeded 1n
establishing intersegmental outreach efforts. The Chancellor's
OIifzce prescribed that each campus create a2 Student Affirmative
Arction  Adviscry Committee designed to coordina*se actavitlies
among ceclleges within the region. These committees have
generaily been ineffective 1n the achievement of that objective,



staff have only limited

ard most State University outreach
1fornia cclleagues.

ccntact witnn their University of Ccal

* TFinally, the Chancellor's Office has developed an effective
process for distributing State funds to those campuses making
the most progress in 1mplementing the Core Program. its
competitive grant approach has stimulated institutional efforts
at student affirmative action, rewarded rthose campuses thart

demonstrate high commitment and successful efforts, and
penalized those with lower commitment and success. Es tne
Core Pregram moves inte 1ts third year, the funding cycle for

campuses witn successful programs iright be expanded to three
years, 1n order to retaln the program's competitive element
while reducing <time-consuming proposac rreparation on  these
carpuses.



CALIFORKTIA STATE UNIVERSITY EDUCATIONZL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM |

Tne Californza State University and Coclleges EQP program,
estakblished n 1969, 15 directed toward the goal of w©reovaiding
access and suppert for students frcm low-income or d-osadvantaged
educational backgrounds who have the potential tc succeed
academically 1n accredited curricula. The program focuses on
admitting primarily those students whe do not meet the regular
admission reguirements, although approx-mately 30 opercent are
adm:—ted as regular admli:s.

The Program  inciudes both high school students--primarlly
senicrs- and transfers from community ﬂO‘Legeb who nead support
serV1ces o succeeld at the CSUC. Each campus serves high schools

wirthin 1ts service area that have a high psszulation of
ulsadvantaged;mlncrlty students.

Students are selected for admission i1nto EOP on the basis of four
major factors:

1. Disadvantaged applicants admitted as exception admits under
section 40901 cof Tatle 5,

2. Low-inccme status and histcry of econom:ic disadvantagement,
5. Potenuial for success 1n CSUC  aczradited curricula; and
4. Level o educational, cultural anc env_ronmnantal

dilsadvantagement.

wnile access 1s a3 major focus of the EOP program, even more
1mportant are the support services ard retention components. EOP
provides & continuum  of services beginning with recruitment
trnrough admissions, orientation, summer programs, ané a heavy
emphasis on tutcring and counseling. Sp=cifically, services
provided during recruiitment and cutreach 1nclude.

1. Presentations to high school classes and general assemblies
regarding admzrssions procedures, EOF services, and academlc
programs.

2. Indaividual conferences with counselors, as well as workshops
regarding EOP pclicies and admissions procedures.

3. Spec:ial fllm and slide presentatzons aimed at motivating
drsadvantaged/minority students to attend callege.

4. Special everning presentations for students and varents
I'egarding acrrlssion, financial-® a:zd, and other aspects of
coilege life.

3. When necessary, home visits are scheduled wizh varent and
applicant.
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G, Campus tours.

7. Individual admissions and financial aid counseling.

8. Campus orientation pPrograms.,

9. Foilow-up and 1ndividual assistance with completion of

admissions and financial aid forms.

Funding History

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-581
$11,156,888 $11,965,839 $11,831,399 $13,436,000
1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85
$14,117,000 $14,652,000 514,588,000 516,609,000
1955-86 1986-87
£18,917,000 $19,974,000

Students Served

Each year, EOP enrolls dpproximately 6,000 new students as
freshman or transfer students. Currently, the program has over
21,33& new and continuing students.

Enong new ECP enrollees in 1981-82, 35.6 percent were BEilack, 27.3
percent were Chicanc, and 19.5 percent ware White.

rvaluation Data

The Chancellor's Office annually collects comprehensive data
about studenzs served through the Educational Opportunity
Frogram. In fact, among equal educational oprortunity programs,
this program avpears to have the most comprenens:ve data network,
including i1information about dcademic performance and graduation
rates of students i1n the program, by campus, by ethnicity, by
sex, and by academac discipline. The available data 1ndicate
that the EOP program has been successful during the past fifteen
¥ears in (1) recruiting large numbers of ethnic minorz<ty students
in  the CSU system, and {2) retaining these students, who
generally do not meet the regular admissions reguirements, at a
higher rate than ethnic MINOrity students are retained within the
C5U system generally. The Chancellor's Office reports that (1)
among the 35,499 new EOP enrollees in 1981-82, anly 186 were

disgualified for academic reasons; (2) for 1980-81, among the
6,256 new EOP enrcllees, 199 were disqualified for academic
reasons; (3) 708 EOP students were graduated 1in 1980-81 with the

largest number ¢f these majoring in Business Management (147) and
Pubiic Affairs and Services (99); and (4) the mean tctal GPA for
EC? students in 1980-81 was 2.31.



CRLIFORNIZ STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY ADVISORS FOR MINORITY
ENGINEERING STUDENTS

Pioneered and developed by CSU Northridge 1n 1980, the Faculty
Advisors for Minority Engineering Students (FAMES) 1s based orn
the premise that minority support pragrams are most effectave
when thevy are closely connected to academic units, Fundsd with
monies provided through the Office of Academic Improvement and
Student affirmative Action, the program seeks tc trarn faculty
mempers 1n engineeriny, math, sg2lence and business to  become
effective academic advisors, mentors and counselors foc students
from ethnic grouzs underrepresentaed 1n professaional fields
regulring guantitative skills. The program has three major
focuses: {1) recognizing the limitations of "naive" counseling,
(2} learnzng the theory and techniques of a constructive
counseling process; and (3) studving the social, political,
psvchncolsglcal an econonic determinants of minority cultures,

Services consist c¢f a series of training sessions that i1nclude an
orientation, 1information and a practicum on the theory and
techniques of Constructive Counseling and Human Relations, and
field trips and guest speakers which provides information
regarding the social, political, psvychological and economlc

ceterminants of minority cultures. Approximately 125 faculty
rerbers  have participated in Training programs implemented on 7
ZSU campuses. FAMES Trailning nas becocmz a recgular institutional
wragram on 3 campuses, 1s under consideration for
"institutzonailzation" on another 3 campuses, and 3 additcnal
campuses have submitied proposals to adopt the program. Four

campuses served 38 faculty and 464 students in 1985-86.

Funding History

1380 1281 2982 1983 1984 19585 1986
$23,758 $2G,328 $37,398 $14,395 $76,6CC $68,420 $68,420

Evaluat-.on

Anecdotal evidence points to the value of the FAMES approach as a
means to enhance conditions favorable to the retention of
underrepresented mincritles in math~based dlsciplines.
Currently, & comprehensive external evaluation 15 being conducted
by Programecrics, LTD.

[l
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CLLTFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY MENTORING FROGRAM

The Faculty Mentoring Program was established 1in 1986 as part of

the approved 1985/87 CSU Lottery Education Fund Budgexz. Fiiot

programs will De funded ($500,000} on six CSU campuses. The
zurpcse  of the discipizine based Faculty Mentoring Program -S o

faczlitate mincrity student and faculty interaction outside the

classroom and to 1mprove student academlic success. The ultimate

goal s to i1mprove student retention and graduation. Faculty

menTtors  wlll assist minority students zn their field to develop

skiils and knowledge reguired to succeed 1n college.

2pproximately ten faculty per campus will participate 1n the
program and each campus will determine the size of the program
depending on +the number of students they intend ¢ serve.
(Zamrpuses are currently submitiing compet>rtive program
rroposals). The programs ale 1intended tc support primar:ly Biack
and Hispanlic students. Program services may vary from campus to
campug, however, each program 15 expected to have a five aay
training session in mentoring skills for faculty, informal

mentor-student 1nteraction outside cf the classroom, and cther
program components which may make 1t ar integral part of the
campus educational equity plan.

Evalaticn

Daza (cCef:ned by the Chancellor's 0Office) will be maintained to
permit evaluation of the program by an ouitside agency 1n January
1988. AL & minimum, campuses wlll be requested tc gather
persistence and achievement data while an outside evaluator may
survey students and faculty to collect further information.



CALZFORNIZ STATE UNIVERSITY INTENSIVE LEARNING Z¥PERIENCE PROGRAM

in 1985-86, California State University i1nitiated the Intensive
Learning Exper-.ence for those students entering the system who
are most seriously underpreprared, many of whom are from minority
packgrounds. Campuses offer one course 1n math and one course in
wrrting for the entire academic year for those students who score
irn  the lowest gquartile on the English Placement Test and the
Entry Levei Mathematics examinations. Small highly structured
classes are designed tc develop the proper sequence of skx11
mastery that will lead to successful completion of freshman
compositicon  and pre-calculius courses. The Intens:ve Learning
Experience was also designed to be coordinated with the
dassessment, orientation, and advising efforts of the Summer
Er_dge Program.

The program served 5,800 clients 1n the first year at 18
dzfferent campus sites. & three-vear program life 1s foreseen,
but 1s subject to continued support by the California Governar
and Legislature.

Evaluation

Far West Laboratorv for Educational Eesearch and Development, an
external evaluatcr, has developed an evaluation plan to (a)
monztor and evaluate student learning, retention, and agjustment;
(L) 1ident-_fy sucessful campus programs and distinguish factors
contributing  to their success; (c) assess program cocrdinaticn,
campus acceptance, and campus support; and (d) provide guidance
on  1lnternal evaluations and program modification. The first
eXxternal evaluation report of the Intensive Learning Experience,
released 1n September 1986, does not provide program results but
provides a comprenensive description of a comparzson cohort on
which future evaluations will be Dbased. The first vear
cvaluat:ion 1s forthcoming.



C3LIFORN:IA STLTE UNIVERSITY SUMMER BRIDGE PROGRAM

The Summer Bridge Programs were instituted in 1985 on all 19 CSU
campuses to assist underrepresented minority students to 1mprove
academic skills and adjust to the university envirgnment. The
rrogram cffers a spectrum of educaticnal experiences inclucing an
Orientation to the university, classroom instruction, speclal
Tutoring, and on-campus residential living. The program's
chjectives are the following:

1 Provzde ocriertation program(s) toc the colliege exper-ence for
underrepresented minority freshmen and transfer students to  make
a successful trarsiticn into the 1nitial academic school VEeAr.

2. Provide diagnostic testing and assessment of basic skills
deemed necessarvy for successful persistence at the universaty
1evel.

3. Provede 1intens:ve 1lnstructional activities to successfully

remedy academic ski1ll deficiencies ldentified and meet
requirements Ior specific introductcrv college-level courses far
university credit.

4, Provide student developement activitles 1n such areas as
social, cultural and self-development with a prioricty focus on
persistence and adjustment to the university environment.

Programs directed mest of their rescuces to such services as

testing, assessment, and basic skill building, particular’v in
writing, reading and math proficiency. In additicon, mcst
programs included university orientation, special workshop
training, career counseling, academic advisement, Ppersonal
developmrent classes, tutorial/study groups, special faculty

lectures on selected topics and library research activities.

The state legislature has provided an allocatron of F3,080,00CC
ror three years which began in 1985-8&. The Program served 2,000
students 1n 1ts first vear.

Evaluation

A comprehensive report prepared by the Academic Program and
Policy Studies Offace of the Chancellor of ©CSU includes
descriptave data, and demonsrtates gains 1in student achievement
at particuiar campuses. According to an external evaluation
conducted by Far West Laboratory, the "Summer Bridge program may
become a sigrnificant element i1n the recruitment and retention of
underrepresented students in the CSU system". Emerging findings
indicate that the program may be achileving 1ts goals, however,
anly a longitudinal evaluation will be able +to show program
effectiveness as 1t relates ta coliege success.,



CALTFORNIZ COMMUNITY COLLEGES EXTENDED OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS 2ND
SERVICES (EOPS)

Tre Ertended Opportunity Program and Service (EQPS) o©f the
Cal:fornia Community Colleges, establiished in 1963, 1s directed
toward the goal of recruiting and revaining students handicapped
v language, social and economic disadvantages and faciiitating
their successfyul partzcipation in the educaricnal pursultcs cf the

ccllege. It 18 the largest state-funded Program designed to
identity and retain lgw-1ncome, educationally disadvantaged
gftudents 1n rostsecongary educa<ion. Clzgibilicy eoriteria for
tn BCPS  program are primarily econoric. Title 5 of the

Californ-a administrative Code states that =20PS ztudents cannot
have & fawmily income greater than £9,999 for a family of four,
£8,999 for a family of three, anc 86,999 for 3 family of two,
Effcrts toe 1dentafy EOPS studerts ccncentrate on  students
already enrcliled at the Community Colleges as well as students in
the high schozls,

The basic services of the EOPS Program are:

1. Tutering in academic subjects for Community College students.

2.  Academic and career counseling for Communicy College students,
3. UCitreach, including direct recrultment, early contact with
unior school level students, and speclal readiness

activities prior to ccllege enrcllment.

i. Special instruction, such as in basic skills, study skills,
language development, translation, library wutilization,
career v.anning classes, and ethnic studies.

5. 2ultural enrichment functrons, des:gned o enhance the
appreciation cf cultural differences and glrilarities among
students and college staff.

b. Direct grants, work-study, and/cr short-term LCans,

Funding History

1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80
$11,484,0z27 $13,983,157 $17,389,919 $20,472,09z2
1980~-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
SZ23,462,000 524,761,000 524,691,000 524,691,000
1984-85 1985-86 1986-87
325,829,006 £27,682,000 $28,678,000
Funding Ytilization: The Chanceller's Office revorts that

approximately 41 percent of total EOPS funds are utail-zzed for
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direct financral d1d, 49 percent are utilized for educational
programs and support services, and 9 bercent are utilized for
general management services. Within the category of services, 10
percent of total funds are utilized for outreach, 17 percent for
instructionr and tutoring, 13 percent for counseling, and 9
percent for other services.

Evaluation Data
Qualitative evaluations of EOPS programs were developed and are

conducted by an  cutside evaluator, Educzation Evaluation
#ssoclates  lead b Dr. Marvin Alkin of UCLZ. They conduct an
Cperational Program EReview procedure simrilar to the accreditatiap
Erocess 1r: sucn components as management,
ou:reach,lnstructlcn,counsellng, transiticn, special areas,
financral, and coord:nation. Twenty-two colleges received a
review In 198:-83, <he first vear 1t was fully operationalil. The
other »rograms are reviewed 1n supseqguent vears. Reports

1centify those oprograms which demonstrate a high degree of
excellence 1n particular components, problem areas as ldentified,
and the COPR team makes recommendations. Qualitative evaluations
of EOP3 cannot be fully carried out until after January 1987,
when repcrting reforms have been completed. Once qualitative
information =5 ava:lable these two evaluations Strategies
constilitute a comprehenszive evaluation component for EOPS.



CALITORNTA LCADEMIC PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM

The California Academic Partnership Program (CAPP) was lnitially
estaplished under the Hughes-Hart Educatiocnal Reform aAct of 1983
and later revised under Assembly Bill 2389 of 1984 (Eughes),
which 1s attached as an Appendix to this report.

The purpose of the program, as specified in LB 2338, 15 =to
develop cocperative efforts to imprcve the academlic quarity of
Dubile  secondary  schools w-th the "“abjective of improving the

Ereparaticon of all students for callege .,

¢ fuifill th:is goal, the program Zunds twG major typres of
Pprcjects.

1. Demonstration projects for 1mproving school quality ana
lncreasing the number of students Wnoc are motivated and
academzcally prepared to attend college; and

2. Cooperative assessment projects fro evaluating the academic
achievement of high school students in crder to 1dentify their
academ:c needs for their teachers and counselors, anaiyze the:xr
reaziness for college-level work, and reduce the demand “or
leredlal mrograms at the vostsecondary level,

AB 2298 requires +hat school districts andg postsecondary
eduication 1institutions Joirntly submit applications for grants
unasr  the program, and 1t directs the Advisory Committee to

corsider the following seven Criteria in selecting among the
applications:

-+ The 1inclusion of a comprehensive plan for curricular revisiocn

or ennancement and instructional change;

2. The participation of postsecondary campus faculty WOrkK1ng  as
ezual partners with secondary schosl teachers +o lrprove the
acaderic quality of college Preparatory znstruction,

3. The provision of activities and services designed to enhance
the ability of students to benefit from college Preparatory
curricuala;

4. The ©provision of ln-service training designed +to 1ncrease
college Asplrations of students from groups wilth low
participation rates in postsecondaryv institutzons,

2. Piang for tne bBarticipatien of more than one secondary schocl:

5. Plans for the i1ncluszon of intermediate or junior higk schools
i the prozec=, and

7. Plans for the continuation of the project after funding
ceasesg.

i
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Funding Historywy
In 1984,
fund the
198>-86,
earmarked

first year to the program's projects.
they appropriated $1.4 mill:ion,
for assessment projects.

Number Served

numker sTudents served wvarlies fr

~1lst gives approximats numbers

The of
The following
teachers served

aom project
of

T

& Location

A
(e

stude

Numbers served

Studentcs

1. Five Star Academic Partnership 8
Nerwalk-La Mirada Unified School District
r1llmore Unified School District
Cerritos Coclillege
university ci Californ:za
Jnzversi ot

W

Los &Angeles
Santa Barbara

r

£ Caizfoeornia,

4 Juniocr HMESZ Prograr f£or Rural

and ¥etrovolitan Students
Kern County Superintendent of Schools
Kern High School, Bakersfield
Fruirtvale Elementary School District
Calzfornia State College, Bakergfield
Bakersfrelid College

o]

*pthnic Literature: & Model for
Teaching Craitical Thinking Skills
Grant Unicon High School District

California State University, Sacramento

L

4. Language Instructlon Across the

Content Areas: Learning from Text
Cleveland Senior High School, Los Angeles
sutter Junior Eigh School, Los Angeles

Cal:fornia State University, Northridge

2

*Academlic Partnership tc Improve

Soclal Studies Curriculum
Cotati-Rohnert Park University School District
Scnioma State University

—
e

3]

High School/Ccllege Partnership
Produces Prepared Students
sacramento CZity Unified School D-strict

Jity

Sacramento City College

(W3

, 000

900+

, 800

500

the Legislature and Governcr appropriated $1,000,000 to
For fiscal year
of wnich 400,000

15

pProject.
nts and

bztween 1984-1987 and the location of projects.

1984-87

Teacners
80

50
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. Prozect Step
Santa ina Unified Schoocl District
Californ:ia State University, Fullerton
Rancho Santiago Community (formerly
Santa Ana) College
University of California, Irvine

8. Academic Partnership
Palaro Valley Unified School Distric-—
Unzwers2ty of California, Santa Cruz

WO

. College Partrership Produces
Prepared Students
Montebells Unified School Distric
University oI Califeornia, Los Angeles

i0. The Quantitative Educational
Development Prciect
San Diego City School District
San Diego County Consortium

11. Linking Eesources for Students
Underrepresented -n Higher Educatian
Santa EBarbara School District
Santa Barbara City College
Jniversity of California, Santa Barpara

12. Mathematlizss New Courses 1in 7-12
Academric Preparation Seguence

Sacramerto City Unified School District
San Suan Unified School Distriche
Elx Grove Jnifiec School District
Grant Joint Ynior Schocl Districk
Californza State University, Sacramento
University =f California, Davis

12. 2Academic Fartnership to Improve
College Prevaration
Phineas Banning High School Wilrington
University of California, Los Angeles
Los Angelies Harbor College

14, Coliege Aspiration Partnership Program
ABC Unified School District, Cerritos
University of California, Irvine
Cerritos College

i>. The Mathematics Awareness and Skill
Development Program
South Coast EOPS Consortium
Whittrer Unified High School District
California State Polytechnic University,
Pomona
Rio Hondo College

i
(%)
(S]]
<

300

1,000+

316

1,000+

28

~1]

18

40+

35+
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(o)

The College Preparatory Tutorial
Center Prolect 1,000+ 100+
Leuzinger High School, Centineia Valley
Urion High School District
Cal-fornia State University, Northridge
L0S Angelies Community College District

~.1

. Comprenhensive Matn and Language
Art-zculation and Tutorial Program 4
Sweetwater Uniion High Schocl District
San Diege 3Staze Universityv
Southwestern College

L)
[
]
=

18.*%53ci1ence and Znglish Curriculum Prorect 304
Neward School Districe
Califz>nza 3tate Universzty, Havward

Ohlcne College

(2
o
&
<
+

13. Social Studies and Science Curriculum
Development 1n Three Strands 700+ 30
Vacaville Unified School District
SUCCESE Consortium
Idnzversity cof California, Davis
University of the Pacific
Sonomna State University
Solaro Cormmunity College

[
\_“

Stockton Hdonors idvancement Placement

Recognition Program (SHARP) 2,000 30
Stockton Unified School District
University of the Pacific

ASSESSMENT PROJECTS

o

California State University/Universzty
of Czlifornia Mathematics Diagnostic
TestTing Project 400,000+ 5,300

8. High School Diagnostic Testing
Frogram 1n Composition 2,000+ 175

C. University of California and California

State University Writing Exam for
Eleventh Graders 2,000+ 893

*projects terminated (G6-30-86
Evaiuationr Data
The CAPP wi1ll be evaluated bv the Commission and a2 final

evaluation report will be submitted to the Legislature by January
1, 1988. The first progress report py the Commission ({1985)
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after the first vear of funding indicated that the Office of the
Chancellers had hired 3 evaluators to assess the 23 projects--one
for <he ©vartnership projects, another for the mathematics
diagnestic  tesiing project, and a third for <ths two writing
dlagnostic testing projects.

~
(a)



MATEEMATICS, ENGINEERING, SCIENCE ACHIEVEMENT (MESE)

The vrimarv goal cof the MESA Program 1s to 1ncrease the number of
CalifZornza high school graduates from underrepresented [MinNOrity
groups with the needed i1nformation and academlc breparation 1n
mathematics, science, and English tc pursue a university or
colilege education in a mathematics based-field. The specific
obsectives ¢f the prcgram are to:

1. Ircrease the number of students from target minority groups
WO majoer  1n mathematics, engineering, and the phyvsicaz
sclences 1n college,

<. Pronote career awareness so that particlpating students may

learn 0% opportunities n  the mathematics- and sclence-
relatad professions early to prepare for ther; and

3. Motivate officials from secondary schools, universit:es,
industry, and engineering socletles, to cooperate with MESa

by offering voiunteer time and other vital human and fiscal
resources.

The TIES2 program began 1n 1376 with 25 students a7 oOakland
Technical Higrn Schocl. MESA has since exvanded: +the program took
& substantial Jump 1n 1985-86 primarily due to 1ts new Junior

FESA compcnert serving grades 7 through 9. MES2 has showed 1ts
growth of high school enrollment to 3.7% xn 1984-85 and 5.4% 1n
1985-86 during this period of rapid junior high expansion:
Junior MESZ totaled 550 in 1984-85 and 1,008 1in 1985-86. Amceng
the services provided to MESA students are tutoring; speakers;
summer academrlc programs; parent meetings; incentive awards;
academlc and career counseling; recodnitian evencs, and £-eld
trips to i1industrial plants, research centers, universities,
engineering iirms, and computer centers.

The criter-a used for selecting participants are:

1. Completion of Algebra 1 before the end of the i0th grade and
enrcliiment 1n the next academic mathema-ics class;

2. Interest in a career that requires a vear of calculus; and
3. Membership in 4 minority grouwr underrepresented in

mathematics and the related professions.

In order to remaln in the MESA progranm, students must continue to
enrcll 1n corlege-preparatory mathematics, English and science
courses, maintain an above-average grade point average, and
participate in the MESA-sponsored activities.

a0



Funding History

1877-78 1978-79 1379-80 188G6-~-81 1981-82 1982-83

£263,000 $451,470 $728,598 351,020,330 s$1,044,000 51,200,000
1953-84 i984-85 1985-86 1986-87

$1,287,000 $1,391,000 1,675,583 51,803,000

r 1986-87, the IMESA program was funded 35

During <Iscal a
corporate gifts and grants and €3 percent by the 3tate

percent by
General Funag

Numbers Served

Students served by ethnicity and gender in i985-8%

male female Total
american Indian 106 123 229
Black 739 1220 1,929
drspanic 1408 1588 2,996

(134 TOTAL

i

Tvaluation Data

The MESA statewide office 1g gathering the data necessary tc
assess the impact of the program on the students served. Based
cn data provided by that office, of the 510 MESA high scheool
graduates in June 1980, 82 percent enrolled in college and 37
wercent began  studies in a math-based discivline (englneering,
life sclence, business administraticn/ecchnomics, computer
5Clesnce, and mathematics). Of the 66Z June 198: graduates, B89
percent enrolled 1n college and 69 percent chossa math-based
fields. ©Of the 748§ MESA high schoosl graduates 1n June 19B8Z, over
90  percent indicated they would major In a matn-kased field of
stady. &n 1ndependent evaluation of MESEZ  was comnpieted ain
Decemper, 1982, through funds provided by the Hewiett Fcundation.
Rezuits of the study aindicate that MESA 1s successfully
contributing to the pool of minority students pursuing degrees in
engineering and related fields. Among the evaluation's findings:

* MESA was percelved as effective by program coordinators,

advliscrs, students, and parents.

* Data on academic performance indicated that MESR students
performed sigr=ficantly better than comparzson groups of
students having the same ethnic backaground. -

* The eligibility rates for the University of California and the
California Stats University were significantly higher among MESA
students than other students with similar raclal /ethnic
backgrounds.



MINORITY ENGINEEREING PROGRAM

he misszon of the MESA'S Engineering Program 1s tc establ-sh 1n
alifornia a cooperative secondary school and Univers:ty effort
1mea at Increasing the number of enginecering and math-bsed
raduates from underrepresented minortzy groups.

o 04

The specific objecitives 5F the bprogram are to:

:zh a network of MESA'S Mincricy englneering progran

1 Estabiz
2rs in California Englhneering Schools,

cent

1n engireering and computer scilence: and

3. Zstabli-zh g program which 1rteqgrates secondary school
programs and university programs with <the goal of
producing BE.S. degres graduates 1in Engineering and Compu
Sclence.

The MESZ (Mathemataics, Engineering, Science Achivement) Lrogran
began in 197G, at Oakland Technical High School with 23 students
and has expanded to serve approximately 3,184 situdents in 162
nigh schools throughout the state of California. These efforts
naves increased the number of mirority studasnts enTtering
California Engineering schocls, however the reterntion of the
Minocrity Engirgeer-ng students 1s one half that for ail studerts.
The Minority mngineering Program  (WEP) was started 1in school
vear 1982-83 to address this problem. By i1intervening to alter
student related factors and Institutional factors, MEP wilil trvy
to 1mprove the rate of retenticn of +these students. Tc be
seiected for the program, students msut be from an
underrepresented minority group, been accepted by a csllege or
~nilversity, and working toward a Bachelor of Science Degree 1in
Englneering or Computer Scienhce.

MEP provides a number of services 1ncluding:

1. Fanancial aié¢ and scholarship assistance.

2. Freshman vear transition support to familiarize the student
with the campus and rigors of Engineering and Computce
Sclence Programs.

3. Professional counseling to help the students deal wtih the
speacial challenges for minorities Farticipating in a field
where they are, as vet, underrepresented.

if =

- A studernt studyv center on each campus to provide academic

Support through peer group study, and individual
counseiing. Social support 1s alsc provided at the
centers oy affiliaties of such groups as the National
Soziety of Black Engineers (NSBE) and the Soclety of

Hispanic Professiconal Engineers (SHPE).

W)
A1

.
-
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=

<. Double the persistence rate of unaerreprasented minority Students

r



Funding History

Funds Zor the support of MESA's minority englneer:ng program are
froma wvariety of sources: University of California, California
State University, private foundations and industry. Precise
figures on MEP funding were not available for this report. MEP
Zunding 1s 1ncluded as part of the MESA budaget. The MESA State
funding for 1986-£7 1s reported at $1.802 million, this figure
does not inciude the private foundation anac industry
ccntributions.

Zvaluaticon

The Cal:forn:ia Postsecondary Eduction Commlission 1S responsible
for conducting and submitting an evaluarion of MEP by December

1, 198s. The preliminary analysis in the evaluation report
indicates taht MEP particpants continue 1n englhneering at a
higher rate than non-WEP participants. At the University of

California, of the Fall of 1982, entering engineering freshmar,
7% were stzll enrclled in engineering three vears later, in

contrast to 60% of all MEP particpants. Of the Frall <f 1982
entering englnseering freshman at +the State University of
Cal-fornia, ©7% were still enrolled three years later--but not
necessarily 1n  engiheerlng. In contrast, 84% o¢f all MEE

participants were stili enrclled.

The MESA Statewide office 1ssued 1in 1986 participation data for
the Mincrity Engindeering Program. The fcilowing data are from
this report:

Since MESE began its invelvement 1in California's Minority
Ergrneer-ng Program 1n 1982/83, enrollment throughout the state
has grown steadzly. The last two years have produced annual

growtn rates of 11.7% and 1C.5% for a total 1n 1985,88 of 2,644
students.

Two thirds of these students are Hispanic {66.8%), 3 1in 10 are

Black (30.9%), and the remainder are American Indian (2.3%).
Women constitute 26.2% of MEP's enrollment; 55.4% of the women
are Hispanic, and the remalnder Black (42.3%) anéd American

Indian (2.3%).

Students who enrcll irn MEP vary in their lievels cf preparatlion.
Most of the students come from families wih no college
baczkground, where the fathers (37.3%) and the mothers (62.0%)
have 12 or fewer vears of education. Students' high schosl grade
PoOLnTs average 3.3; averages at MEP university centers range from
3.0 tc 3.8. Lt each center, MeXican Americans have a slightliy
higher precollege GP&4 than do Blacks, averaging 3.3 and 3.2

(9]
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respectively. Scholastic Aptitude Test Scores {combined werbai
and math) average 963, with scores at centers ranging from 809 to
1134.

Students' course profiles also Varv. Most of MEP'S students
report taking some advance math 1n haigh schoaol. Statewlde, 75.09%
compieted trigeonometry and 45.0% report completing calculus.

gight out of ten {82.8%) completed che em1stry and over half
{57.2%) corpleted physics in high scho:s 1. Students averaged over
3.2 vears of high szhecol English.

Seven 1n ten students report a specific maizcr at colliege, wtih
the largest number pursuling electricar (37.6.%) and mechanical
(17.4%) engingeering. & few (4.9%) MEFP students are majoring in

other =zechnical f£ields, such as chemistr--, Those studetns who
were enrclled in MEP in Fall, 1985, had a mean cumulative GP2 of
Z.>; GPA does not differ significantly across majors.

students are being retained in MEP at high levels throughout the
state. By Fall, 1985, nearly 7 1n LD of all students who had
ever enrolled 1n MEP had graduated or were sti1ll enrclled 1n the
pProgram. Three-year retention was 65.6%; two-vear, 63.3%; and
one-vear, 79.6%

AESA's  Minoriiy Engineering 2Prodgrars contlnue S0 meet thier
objectives. Tn= Frograms enrcll students whe come from
educational and familial backgrounds taht “yvplcally have prcovided
& very moZest level of preparaticn Zor the rigers of a major 1n
engineering and technical fields. Yet 2 of 3 of these studetns
are being oriented, counseled, tutcred, and retained through
tnler bacnelor’'s degree. Since MESA began 1ts involvement with
MEP, 396 students have graduated with degrees in engineering and
technical fields. With strong support from the public and
Traivrate secters, MESA can contlnue to help Minerity Engineering
Frograms achieve these levels of success.



CALIFORNTZ COMMUNITY COLLEGES TRANSFER CENTER PILCT PROGRAM

The Governor's 1985-86 Budget provided 3.373 million for <=he
first vyears's funding of a three year Transfer Center Pilot

Program. This program, 1s an 1lntersegmental cocoperative effort
amcng  the Califernia Community Colleges, +the California State
inzversity, the University of <Cal:ifeornia, and zndependent

colleges and univers:ties, focuses on underrperesented srtudents--
rerticularly Blacks, Latincs, Native americans, the disabled and
low-income. Th>s prcsect represents the first statewlide effort
regulring th c¢oliaboration of major educational segments to
address a common issue, that 1s, the declining transfer rates and
low ©participation among the aforementicned student groups. The
primwary geal 15 tc increase the number of community college
students who wilil wltimately transfer tc a four-vear college or
nniversity.

The community colleges assumed primary responsibility for the
development of the transfer centers. Each Transfer Center 1s
associated with a minimum of one neighboring CSU and UC campus.
Beth CSU and UC have agreed to provide visitling representatives
oL an ongeolhg basils. services provided by the centers include,
put are rot iimited to, assistance and advising 1n such areas as
financial &1z, admissions regusrements and ApE_icatTlon
procedures, articulation, and orientation to baccalaureate study.

Funding History

2 toval of 53.373 miilion was allocated by the Legislature for
the intersegemental Transfer Center Project in 1%8>-86.
Commnunity Colleges received $1.873 million of this amount to
hcuse  The Transfer Centers and to hire a director and Support
staff. The CsU and UC received §$750,00C eachk, of which $30C,G00
was allocated to Transfer Center direct support, and £250,000 to
rraject assistance. Eighteen grants were awarded to 20 colleges
(the Los Rios Community College District received chne grant for
1ts three coileges). C5U awarded grants to 14 of 1ts campuses,
which were named as partners in the funded community college
proposals. UC divided 1ts funds among the eight undergraduate
campuses of UC.

Numbers Served

The foilowing table provides data deprcting the number of clients
served and the number and percentage of total school enroliment.
This data was reporied by the <California Community <Cclleges
status Revort on Transfer Center Piliot Program, Sept, :9856.
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Evaluation Data

During the £first vear of implementation there wer no funds
allocated for the ewvaluation of the Transfer cCenter Procgram.
iransfer Centers operated during 1985-86 without Knowing exactliy
wnat data shouzd be collected, the reporting format, and
verformance criteria.
e 1%86-87 Budget &ct, 150,000 was allocated for the
ifzc contracting of an external evaluator. The Request for
Proposa.s led +to the selection of Berman, Weiler zssociates.
eva-uation will determine the degree to which Transfer
Center activities increased the rate at which students
trarnsferred, particularly minerity and other underrepresented
students. Iz w2111 alsc determine, +tc the extent possibie, what
Transfer Center activities contribute zZest towards ilncreasing
Student transfers. A preliminary evaluation report i1s expecited
by the fall of 1987,

Bo
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APPENDIX B

PrOPOSED 1987-88 PROGRANM DESCRIPTIONS
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PROPOSED 1987-88 PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

1. Faculzy Participation in High Schosl Rccreditation
($2,389,000, SDE)

PROBLEM: External review 1is a key tc the improvement of the
gquality of secondary education in Calaifornia. For the past two
years representatives of the State Deparcment of Education, the
Western Assoclation <f  Schools and Colleges (WSLC), the
Univers:ty of Californiz Board of Admissions ané Relations with
Schools {BOARS), the Ecademlc Senates of the Commun:ty Colleges,
the State University, and the Universicy of Cal-zfornia, have been
worning  together to develop and rllot a mere rigorous academic
review  as a pmart of high school accred-tation. The purpose aof
thzs intersearertal effort 1s to make accreditation a more
effective Lstrument  for academic improvement. Thos naw
intersegmental effort i1s a Practical apprcach to reducing the
dupiicaticn ok two separate reviews: it combines the

institutional perspective of WSAC witn an in-depth lock at the
school's curricular and instructional programs which 1s part of
the State-mandated Program Quality Review. At the same time the
program asgsists the school 1n meeting 1ts obligations under the
dughes-Hart Educational EReform Leglslation (SB 813) to review
instruct:zconal programs.

FROPCSAL. Under thrs proposal to expand the revieyw process,
schoels not currertly in the School Improvement Program wouid be
eilgible for a Pursuling Excellence Grant once every three tg si1x
years (the average cvycle 1s expected to be five years). Przority
will be given to awarding grants to schools with hagh mninority
pooulations. This grant would enable the school to buy teacher
time and external sxpertise during a vear-long study of programr
quality, The process, which 1includes the use of curriculum
consultants, would conciude with practicali steps which the school
can take to :mprove the quality of the programs received by
students.

2. Postsecondary Programs with Intermediate Schools
(81,000,000, csiyJ; £899.000, SDE)

FROBLEM: Black and Hispanic students continue to be
underrepresented :in bostsecondarvy  education. Recognizing the
imporctance of earlyv intervention and the middle school Yyears, 1n
1983 the (57 and SDE proposed establishment cf <che College
Readiness Program {CRP) to provide supplemental academic sSupport
to  students 1in sixty target intermed:-aze schools w-th at least
4C% underrepresented minority enrcilments and enrc’iing at least
500 students. A total of 183 schools were identified that met
these Crilteria. This Proposal was funded for 1985-87
lmplementation of the CRP 1n only twenty intermediated schools.
Consequently, the number of schools and students being served
this vear 15 small compared with those that need assistance.
Program expansion 1s necessary 1f schools with hzgh minority



bopulatlons are to be served.

FPROPGSAL ; The current level of funding provides resource to
Support “he CRF in only twentv intermediate schools, However,
183 eligizle schocls have peen idenzified with at least 10%
unasrrepresented mlnority enroliments. Consequentiv, 143 schoois
remaln unsupperted and unserved by the CEP. In order to make a
significant impact on minericy students! persistence, graduat:zon
and college-going rates, CSU 1s reguesting to expani the program

1n 2%87-88 to work with 835-9p ntermzdlate schools. The precisze
number o schocls will be determrined bPrimarily by geographic
factors.

>, Reglicnal Cooperation in Student Preparation

($499,0006, SDE)

PROBLEM: The composition of Californ:a's population rs rapidly
changing; bv the vear 2000 the majority of the state will have a
racially or ethnically divergent background. Minority students,
nhowever, have 1r the past not benefited egultably from the
state's educational system: they hLave high elementary and
secondary  dropout rates, fewer are prevared to meet university

adrission and perfocrmance standards; and they are less likely to
complete collegiate werk than their Anglo counterparts.

& wlae warlety of projects and programs has been i1nitiated by
California's un:zversities and community colleges designed to
improve the ©preparation of minority students for higher
educatron. These programs include student outreach, emphasizing
the dzsseminaticr of information, student affirmative action,
emphasizing work w2th individuai minority students, professional
developmenc for Pupliic school teachers, and curriculum
-mprovemrent  to insure that the content of public schocX: courses
meets academlc expectailons.

While there have been notable Successes assoclated with these
efforts, better coordination between public schools and higher
education 1nstitutions would make them more effective. in
responding to ACR 83 (Chacon, 18984), a task force representing
the segmenrts of nublic and Private education in California stated
that these "Individually oriented efforts are important as part
of a comprehensive program to assure educational equity, but thev
cannct be offered on the scale needed to lncrease access,
retention and graduation of the large numbers of low-income and
minority students who must be accommodated 1n the years ahead."
The ACR 83 report identified two fundamental factors that must be
present Zor an effective program. The first 1s an "institutional
connection" at the highest levels between elementary, Secondary
and higher ecucation so that the leadership of the segments 1s
working cleosely  togsther. The second element is "high
expectations” for all students to achieve in school.

The ACR 83 grcup stipulated that "Colleges and universitiles must
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r'eassess 4and redirect where necessary their existing academic,
outreach, staff opreparation and staff development efforts to
increase the schools! Capaclty to prepare low-income and mrinority
students foar college,™ To respond to  this charge, program
fragmentation must be reduced and =a stronger FK-1Z education
instituticnal bond must be forged.

FRCPOSAL Simply another project or program wili nct respond to
the statewide need for a better orcan-zzed andg coordinated student
breparation effort. The SDE, C5U, CC, ard UC propocse a statewlide
strategy to 1improve the Yepresentation of minority students

through mnore effective application cf exZlsting ressurces for
elementaryv  and secondary educational lrorovement. Tris effort
w1lll fozus on designated high minority elementary, irtermediate,

and secondary szhools, and be designed <o i1ncrease the numbers of
MiNGrity studerts form these schools who ultimately receive four-
vear college and university degrees. The foundation of this
improvement effort will be (1) specific school by school student
breparation objectives designed to sigrificantly i1improve the
numpers of minority students prepared for celliege work, (2)
comprehensive assessment of the reeds of the schoolz 1n each
district, and (3} an 1mventory of tne assistance that higher
educaticn can provide to asslsc the school in mestin
splectives,

4., Model Curriculum and Basic Skills Project
(1,08G,c00, Community Colleges)

PROBLEM: Thzre 15 a need fro closer articulat-on of community
cclleges ard high schools to el minate the unnecessary repetcition
of courses of fryuitless dupliczation. Students snhould be able to
move fromr one course or educational Ievel without ‘osz of time or
rescurces. No student should be required to repeat the same
course content for whach credit was pPrev_iousiv granted.

In addition, the apility of communlty colleges to Prepars
students for cransfer or for lmmed:ate employment depends to a
large extent upon the academic preparation a student has received
1n high school. There 1s a need for community celleges to work
closely with their feeder high schools to encourage students to
obtain betcter preparation for college and to ilmprove articulation
of their respective courses and programs in the basic skzlls and
1rr academic subjlects as one Means of 1increasing higk school
graduates' readiness to undertake zollege level work.

PROEQSZL - The goal of the high scnoal /community college project
1s two-folig: to develop statewide model CUrr:cuium fcr
articulated "“2+2" oprograms that can be utilized by local high

schools and community colleges and to develop local model
projects designed to increase the basic sk1ll preparation of high
schocl students for community cclleges. Curriculum broject: The



rurpose of the curriculum Project 1s to developr statewide model
curricula for 2+2 programs that can be utilized by 1local high
schocls  and community colleges to develop articulated programs.
The twc-rlus-two programs allow students to complete the iast two
years of high school and move smoothly 1nto the next level of
courses at the community coclleges to complete the-r programs.
Aithough commonly used to refer o vocational education, the
ctncept 1s equally appropriate for transfer Preparation programs.

-

o. Puenzi=
(5150,000, University of Califcocrnza; $1590 Community Colleges)

2ROBLEM: Model ©programs wlth stable Support are needed to
improve the transfer rate among uhderrepresented Minority
stuGents wvho often lack college-ievel skilils, especlally 1n
reading and wrlting.

PROPOSAL: The goal of Puente, which means bridge in Spanish, is
to reduce the number of Mexican-2merican students dropping out of
the cormun-ty cclleges and to 1ncrease the number trarsferring to
four-vear 1nstitutions. Puente meets this gocal through teams
conpeseZ cf Zaglish Teachers, Mexican-American counselicrs, and
Mexlcan-Amar_can professionals such as lawvers, sclentists, and
business people. The tears are trainsd in successful Wwriting and
ccunseling methods based on the culturai values and learnling
stv_es of Mexican-american students, The trained teams then
conduct vear-long writing, counseling, and mentor programs on
community college campuses, Working together, the counselor,
teacher, and mento provide students with individual, non-
traditional counseling; with Wrltlng instruction that improves
performance 1n all college courses: and with personal contact
with prcfessicnals who serve as role models and mentors. The
trainec teams recs=ive cn-gclng training. Puente &sisc trains
commurzty mentors 1n successful mensor technigues.

6. Recruitment of Mincrities to Teacning
(81.500,000, csu)

Problem: California's teacher force 1s predominately made up of
whites while 1ts student oopulatzon K-12 1s increasingly from
ethnic minor:zzties. In 1984 11% of +teachers were ethnic

rinorxities ccmpared to 44% of students,

Ilincrity teachers are needed:

l. to serve as rcle models for mincrity students,

2. to demonstrate to white Youngsters early in their I-ves that
persons from ethnic minorities are vital members 0of the state's
proressional work force,

j. to assist teacher colleagues, many of whom are from white

middle class packgrounds, to understand how best to a&assist

(Vo)
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minority pupils to overcome the obstacles of racial :solation and
poverty.

Unfoertunately, the number of ethnic minorities comrling to colliege
is et great. Many ‘of those students currently in the poscl will
crnoose  fieids wnlich are more rewarding economically - medicine,
law, engineering, or business. Those who might select teach:ng
are not introduced early encugh to 1ts possikil:ties and do not
begin <t zrepare themselves early encugh to be eligible for
ccliege and to succeed in college courses.

FROPOEAL: The overall objective of *his program 1= to 1norease
the number 0o fully prepared minority students earning
Preziminary credentials so  that the proportion of ethnic
rinoritises  in  the teaching force more neariy apprcximate <the

FProewortion o mincrities in the K-17 student popu.ation.

Seven campuses wi1ll be selected to mount intervention programs to

encourage and asslst minoritles to enter teaching. AL seven CSU
campuses whose student population of undergraduate students
tonTalns more than the system average for minority students, a

New OCpportunities in Teacher Fducation (NOTE) program will be
establaished wi%h the sponscrship of the School of Education.
Jampuzes wlli be selected on the basis of minority enrollment
WoTr partizular  attention to Hispanic enrcllment, and on the
basls o Tirority population in nearkby community coclleges and
szzondary  schools., Cne UC campus wi1ll be selected “c sponsor a
recruztment effor:t in a nearby commun:ty colilege., Zach campus
will form adviscry committees including faculty, teachers,
parents, and community leaders to assure that the program meets
the needs of the campus and the COMMUnity.

/. Comprehens:zve Teacher Education Institutes: Preservice
Educatiorn
{87CGC,000 SDE)

PROBLEM: Caiiforria 25 facing the need to recruit and train
85,000 new teazhers by 1990. While the prospect of replagcing a
significant portion of the vublic schocl teacher is challenging,
the leaders of public education in the state are dedicated to the
gocal of 1nsuring that the most qualified and best prepared
individuals are available to assume classroom regponsibilities.
4 Kkev to the improvement of the teach-ng professior in the state
18 the revitalizartion of teachner preparatlion programs.

PROPOSEL: The Comprehensive Teacher Institute Program 1= an
intersegmental program supported for the first time 1in 1886-87 by
the Governor and the Legislature which 1s gesigned to stimuiate

the systematic renewal of cteacher education programs an
university campuses over a four year period. In the 1nitial
"planning and :initial 1mplementaticn vear," campus academic

departments and schools of education along w2th neighboraing
school district personnel assess the strengths and weaknesses of



eXlsting programs and develop a plan of action for improvement.
Campuses are supported 1n this activity through allowances of up
te $100,000 for initial planning and implementation and up to
$20G,0006, $100,000, and $50,000 respectively for the first three
vears of 1mpliementation. In the current yvear, two CSU canpuses
&re recelving planning and i1nitial implementation grants.

To maintain and exrand this Comprehensive Teacher Inst:tute
strategy for improving the quality of teacher Sreparation 1n
Cal:fornza, (1) costs of year 1 implementation for the two sites

approved 1n the current vear must be funded at $400,00C and (z)
exbansion should be authorized tc “wo additicnal sites {(one CSU
ancé one UC campus).

The adoption of the Comprehensive Tsacher Eduction Tnst o
strategy approved by the Governar and the Legislature 1n h
1986-87 Budget Act has set 1n motion a variety of campus level
efforts to improve teacher education. Participants anticipate
three vear implementation, and non-participants anticipate that
they will eventually be called upon to engage 1n the improvement
effort. If this momenrtum 1s not maintcalned, the state's efforts
to 1mprove the quality of the teaching profession will not be

able to effsctively recover.

1t
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. Curriculum Tnstitutes
{($950,000 sD=)

PROBLEM: The Ca_ifcrnia State Department of Education and the
state's public i1nstitutions of higher education are developing a
comprehensive  staff development system to provide trailning to
Teacners to strengthen thexir subject ratter background ana -o
lrrzrove  theZr i1nstructional methodology. Central +o this
strategy are curriculum 1institutes in each of the curricular
areas requlred for high school graduaticn and college acmiss:ion.
Theze inst-tutes are to be strategically established on
university campuses, To date two such efforts have been
initzated on a pilot basis in English/Language Arts and History.
These institutes have been very successful in training a cadre of
teachers who return to their districts and train others 1in
strategies for improving curriculum and instruction. These pilot
institutes have been funded with Federal Chapter 2 funds. The
Literature Institute at UCLA has been funded for two vears
($300,000 per vyear) and a history institute at UC Berkeley has
been funded Zor cne vear for $300,000. Minimal Chapter 2 funds
7111 Dbe avaiiable 1in 1937-88 to continue funding existing
institutes.

FROPOSAL: Thxs UC, CSU, £C, and SDE Joint budget 1nitiative wiil
rrovide general fund-ng and permanent status to che pilot project
institutes and establish new inst tutes in Visual and Performing
Arts and Faorelgn Languages. The fellowing amounts are planned
for the different Institutes- English and Language Arts
$300,000, History $300,000, visual and cerforming Arts $20C,000,
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anc Foreigr Languages $130,000.

. California Writing Project
{$300,000, University of California)

PROBLEM: The  Thighly successful Talifornla Writing Project
regulres adeguate funding for teacher stipends, Lrogram

adr.nistration and evaliuation.

PROPOSAL: The California Writing Projesct seeks to lmprove the
writing skills of students in elementarv and secondary schools bv
foousing on iMproving the teaching of writing skills.

Characteraistics of the Project include participation of teachers
from all educaticnal levels 1n 1ntens-ve summer institutes and
veatr-round workshops, utilization of cxpertise of sucgcessiul
practicing teacrers, writing assignments for teachers, and in-
service workshops taught 1n schocl districts by program
kParticipants. Teachers who participate remaln involved as
consulitants and workshop leaders.

rally planned and suppor:ed v the Berkeley

the Bay aiea Writ-ng Project, and as such
mM. Originally ithe prcject was subsidized
f private grants, funds from the State
Departme crn, Title IV-C, and University funds. The
Universa recerved State support for the program beginning 1o
1978-79. The 1986-87 California Writing Project budget i1ncliudes
$£247,328 for basic support for all 19 Project sites and the
centra: coordination and pianning oEfice, and $149,51¢ in
affimrative act-on funds to train 2C0 teachers of mincricy
stucents. Over the vears, this BState funding has been
supplemented with  support from privatze agencies, whlgna 1s
scheduled to term:zrnate in 1987.

Th= FPFroject wa

cargus 1n -

WOr  nationa.
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10. Unaiversity/Schocls Cooperative Research and Extension Program
in  Zducaticn
($578,000, University of California)

PROBLEM: There 1s an on-golng need tc assure that the latest
research results i1n education be communicated to the school site.
The model of agricultural extensicn can be successfully applied
¢ the f1elid of education.

PROPOSZL: Under the proposed program, research results and ideas
©r educationa’l improvewent will be brought o %-12 schools
thrcugh extension programs i1n schools and through work with K-~12
teachers, counselors, administrators, ané student teachers.
ideas tested 1n the schools wiil be disseminated to other schools
through zn-service training for teachers, counselors and
administrators conducted by esducatlion extension Specilalists 1n
conjuncticn with University faculty and E-12 teachers. The

=}
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education extension specialists will be experts 1n educaticn,

includzng appiied educational research. They will be primaraly
respons.ble for liaison with the school community, wnich 1s th
key +to the 1dentification of 1Mmpcriant researcr JuestIons.

Working with the schools, the specilalists will apply existing
research to educational practlice and involve faculty members and
K-12 teachers 1n the design and conduct of new research nroijects
t¢ address schocl generated 1ssues and Jquesticns. They will alsc

o2 responsibie  for ensuring timely dissemrination of research
resuits +vo schools as well as the translation of +tnat research
intc  practical guidance for redesigning curricula, improving
teaching practize, and develioping new instructcicnal technigquss
and materials. The primary goal of the program is to 1ncrease
students' capacity <o read, communicats, compute, and make
Judgements 1n the arts, humanlitles, social sCclences, anGc sclences
sC that, by the twelfth grade, thev are well Prepared for er<her

empioyment or postsecondarv educaticn. The secondary goal of the
program 1s to develep an ongolng capacity for the University and
E-22 schools to work cooperatively in sclving problems., Funds
will Dbe reguested in future years to exXpand the project to other
campuses,

12. niverslty Research to Improve schcocol Practice
{£1,000,000, University of California)

EROBLEM: The szate needs an active and ocngolng program of
educational research, not only toc i1mprove the schools but also to
maintain present strengths in the face of the dramatic changes
vregently occurring in California's economy, 1ts population, anda
1ts social i1nstitut-aons. The Univers:ty of Caiifornia -- as the
State's Primary instltuticon for research -- mus:z clrect
additional resources to the examilnaticn of school problems and
the 1dentificat:on of models Far impreved educational practice.

EROPCSAL Zo respond to this need, the University 1s reguesting
21 mill:ion o-n 1987-88 for the University Research to Improve
School Practice (URISP) program. While the program builds upon
a history of concern about the guality and preparation of
students entering the University, it goes Dbevond thess
traditional concerns to address the need for structural
improvement an the State's elementary and secondary schools.

The prograr will help lmprove practice 1n K-12 schools through
University faculty research and development projecrts related to

elementary and secondary education, <through consolidat:on and
dlssemination cf research £findings: and through ongoing

consultation arong University faculty members, K-12 teachers and
administrators, California State Univers ¥ faculty, and staff
Zrom the State Department of Education. The research zomponent
w1lll 1nclude activities such as the Linguistic Minority FProject,
which was developed 1n fall 1984 o meet a growling need zn the
schools for solutions to the probiem of underachievement of among
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students from iinguistic minority backgrounds;
Black Student Eiligibility,

the Task Force on
which 1s charged with identifying and

analvzing the causes of the low rate of Black student eligibility

for Universitvy admission,

and grants to support facultv research

and develspment activities related to the lmprovement of KE-12Z
schoo.s, i1ncluding curriculum, instruction, school site
management, and testing.

Papresentatives  Irom K-12, the community c<olleges and the
California BState University will assist  1n identifving haigh
priority researsn and development activities; funding declsions

4
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-1 be made by Unzversity faculty.
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ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION &5

RESOLUTION CHAIPTER 68

Assembly Concurrent Re<glution No 83
-- Relative to postsecondary educalion

(F'led with Secietary of Statc
July B, 1934 )

LEGISLATIVE COUNSLCL'S DIGEST

ACR 83, Chacon Postsecondary educa-
tion low-income and underrepresented
ethnic munority students

This measure would request the Regerts
of the Unirers:ty oi Caliiornia, the Trus-
lees of the Cahfarnia State Lniversity,
the Board of Governors of the California

Commumity Colleges, the Azsociation oF

Indensrdent Coileges and Universities.
the State Board of Educauon, and the
Superirtendent of Public Instruction to
couperaiivelv adapt a plan and. based or
the blar, rmahke recommendations for
soeclc actions that will strengthen the
col*2ge preparaton of low-aneome ond
underrepresented ethnwe minority siu-
dents 1in jumor and <enior breh schond sn
that elinibility %r, and enrollment 1.
po=isteoulary  education  1nslitutions
will more adequately reflect Loe number
of theze students

This measure would requese that thus
pan be submitted to the Legislatuie by
July 1 1933, and would reauest, that the
pas ard ts recorimendalions perior T
crrtain

furctions 1 furthering  thc

achc-ement o” the goals of the med-
sure, touludirg on annual orogress en gl
udig-

WHERIAS The tooesiature [OCOINI S
thal e etnie esmpasitan of Cal-lointa
SGCICLY 15 mecomrng inereasingly Fotera-

geroyus ond

WHEREAS, It 1c the nient of the Leg-
1slature that all peoole, regardless of
their previous educational background,
should have the opportunity to proceed
as {ar as thewr amlities allow them to 1n
the completion of high- quality prograrms
at the elementary, secondary, postsec-
ondary, and graduate levels, and

WHEREAS, The Legislature recognizes
that unless increased numbers of ethme
minority and low-1ncome people are edy-
cated at Cabiforn'a coelleges and univer-
21f1es Lo be prepared to {1l Faghle skilied
Jobs, Ca'tformia wall be urahle o 1n-
crease the supply of teachers from under-
represented grouns and will have consi-
derable difficulsy meeting the challenges
of fulure econom:c and technologieal
growth. and

WHEREAS, The Lemslature recognizes
that equal educationai vpportunities for
etar-e minortsy and low-1income pecple
wiil hele erhance the edueation of all
studeniis and prevare trem for hife 11 g
cuturaily and lingusst-calls pluralistic
soclely, botn at Fome and abroad and

WHEREAS. Tre Legislature recognizes
tnat efforts to expand equal educational
opoortunilies %r individuals from un-
derrenrezented sroups should not leszen
the ad™ussien~ reaurements ot aca-
derme stendard: ot public institetions of

hroher ecucation, and

WIHLRLCAS, The Legislature recownizes
that vypandicg cducatioral ovportyn:-
tes for al' pern’c 15 a shared TREPOn-
stbhe of educs ional tmztitutiars nn of
fLeeis, tequiring L™e couderative v forts
ol Lruse e -Litulions, as well as compre-
heaso crsutunionat eforis coordimas-
ey ail csuryg schaol ard carpus re-
s0Mrees ~onw, tre etare, 3e 1t



Resolved by the Assembly of the State of
Catifurnin, the Senaie thereof concurring,
That the Regerts of the University of
Culifornmia, the Trusiees of the Califorma
State Univerziy, the Board of Governo: <
of the Cal:fornia Commurily Collc zes,
the Association of Indeperder: Colleges
and Universiues, the Stata Board of Ed-
ucation, and ibe State Superintendent of
Public Instructien, working through a
task force charred by the Director of the
Califormia Postsecondary  Education
Comrr-ssion, are hereby requested to co-
operatively adopi a plan that will sys-
tematically review and assess all evist-
ing public and private educational insti-
tution programs and on the hasis of that
assessmert make specific recommenda-
tionis for action that will do the [ollow-
ing

1) Srgnuficart’y strengrhen the college
prevarat-on of lsw-inenme ard under
renresented etheie minority students in
Junier and senwr hzh schools so that, iy
1990, the income and ethnic composition
of secondary schoal craduates elhimible for
admission w puhite fbur-year colleges 135
at lea=t equal to o greatrr thar the 1n-
core and ethnic cerposlion of secon-
dary school graduates generally

21 SuwFeient’s e pand end reol ganize
neeessary deadermic and s.cudent support
actites ot rhe conmunity colleger as
well as copand “be necessdry cogpe-ative
activities by the four vear institulions,
sa that, hy 1990, 1re ircome and cthnie
comoaaltior of studontz completing voca-
tiwnal technical prosrams or tranefor -
ey fram commun s enileges irto fane-
vedm st utiors cs at least equal to Lhe
Lo il ethrie eortaesitinr o -ty

dentsinta! ng rcommunit colueses

3 BSuifeentiv strengther ard peogr
Zant o the recos~ary deademic and wup-
watlaescres wivihal, by 1935, b ¢
ard elbie compositin u neecalaurcate
angree rec e~ la rom Califureia col
lescs anc v cratties 1= ar lcast ecual 1o

the 1ncome and ethnic composition of
secondaery schoni graduates in 1990, and
be 1t further

Reoolved, That this resolution 1s parti-
cularly concerned with individua's from
cconruce ethnie, or racial backgrounds
who hare bheen histerically urderrenre-
serted :n postsecondary education. and
be 1t further

Resolved, That this plan and 1ts recom-
mendations for action do the following

(1) Emphasize shared responsibility for
cocperative, coordinated efforts by the
secondary, postsecondary, and graduate
institutions

(2) Identdy prioriiies for action and the
mmstitutions resnonsible, as well as the
resources tequired for implemerting
these actions

(3) Involve ecomprenenaive ipstitutiora’
cfforys coordinating all exising school
and campus resources to mest the edu-
cational needsof all students

{4) Courdinate these strategies with ef-
forts to imvlement the Statement on
Comnetencies 1n English and Mathema
tics Lnveeted of Eniermg Freshmen™
prepured by the statewide zerates of the
thiee postsecondars education cegments

(5) Include a mechanism to ecaluate an
nualiy arogress bv each o Lhe SESTIENLS
te Lhe achievement of the goa's ident:
fied above and be 1t furrher

fesolved That the Chief Clerk of tha As-
sembiv frarsmr a capy of tas resolutior
to ine Recents o7 <he Lresversits o»f Cals
far-10, the Tiuswes of 1he Calietria
State Unitverzite, the Boerd of Gy o nars
of the Cehilurnia Comrrunite Culieany
the Azsocatian nf Independent Colicgey
anc Lnnversitiies, the State Board of
Fducetion. ithe Suserntende~t of Pinite
[r~truetien, and the Ditector of Calio: -
nia Postscenndars
15N

Lducatins Cemrpes.
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APPENDIX D

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 83
TESKE FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS
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>o. TORCZ RECOMYCNDATIONS

Summary of Recommendations

Impemerrrz Ageng

1s Pustsucrndary

Ghunollor, Tha Guliforols Stste Unlversity
Coanmbvaluny uf The Wadtern Associstion ol

Chuncollar, Galifurnla Community 4ollwgas
Selanels and Calluges

Stute Supsrlntendent of FPublle tueructun
Frealdwot, Unlverally of Calliarnia

Laluzaihie

JHIR

1. Clarifying school and college responsibilities

1.1 Clar:fying the responsibilisies of =he schosis X
1.2 Clarfning college and uatversity responsibiiities X X X x
1.3 Clariving college and university counseling,

coordinaiion, ard cooperallon responsibiiiiies X X X x
2

- Assuring improvement in the public schools x x «x X X

2.1 Proviaiz nformation for elementary schooj
stucents and their parents X
2.2 Reviewi~g jumior high scnools x

2.3 Assessing eighth-grade students’ basie

acacem:¢ skills X
2.4 Assuring mgh schnol counseling, adsv'sirg,

and diagnostic tesing x
2.3 Inaugurating schooi-coiiege Dartrerships

for school improvement X
2.6 Assuring a fuil range of advanced classes

i high schoeol x

3. Increasing higher educanon’s services
to the schools

X X x
3.1 Paruepating 1o schoo'-college partnersnigs X x x x
3.2 Reassessing ovuireacn zhd other =chool services X X X
3.3 Ineiuding —ulu-cuitural emrnhasis

tn Zeacner epducation XX X

3.4 Recruiung julstanding ‘ow-'peome and TR0 DY
students infgy ke teacting srnfessiorp X

3.5 Oidering rn-zervice orogmams “or schaol teachers
and agrinoistrators

3.6 Undertaking action researcn on schooi probiems .« X x X

'|'|'1":



Summary of Recommendanons (continued}

4.1
1.2
4.3

1.4

6.
6.1
6.2

6.3

=1
to

Sinte Superbatendunt of Publlc lastructlon

Expanding higher educauon’s services .
to underrepresented students

Getting outreach and admissions staff to view
potential students as potential graduates

Eapanding summer bridge and orientation
programs .

Inereasing faculty oarticipation 1n tutorial
programs

Assurirg University and State University faculty
assistance to community college faculty

Providing adequate academic and career advising

Assuring community college assistanee to
potential transfer ZOPS students

Expanding evaluation of special support programs

A

Improving educational information
Refining the Department of Education’s

data system X

Issuing communtiy college student performance
reports

Improving public university student performance
reports

Involving accreditation
Emphasizing student competence in accreditation
Assuring higher aducabion pariicipaiion
in schooi visits
Examimng the effectiveness of the transfer function

Assessuig equity efforts

Reviewing of outreach and access programs
by the Califormia Postsecondary Educauon
Commission

Segmental reviewing of academic and student
support pians and programs oy the segments

Per:odic reassess:ng of progress on equilty
by the Caiformia Postsecondary Education
Commission
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lroiemeniineg

Presldent, Unlvarsity of Cabifurnia

w

{ hancullui, Ihe Californis State Unasaafly

b

Chancellos, Callforala Community Cullegus

9

Agen:

Ludepundent Colleges und Unlvarsitivg

Pretldant Calllurois Yssocpsdon of

-

Cammlssiony of the %oesern Association of

Ychouls and { ullngrys

Hirsckor Califoruls Postyerondsary

Fducatlon Cinamissdon






Expanding Educational Equity in California’s Schools and Colleges

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 87-9

ONE of a senes of reports published by the Commuis-
g1on ag part of 1tz planming and coordinating resporn-
sibililies Additional copies may be eblamned without
charge from the Pubiicativns Office, Califormia Post-
secondary Education Commissien, Third Flosr, 1020
Twellth Streei, Sact amento, California 98514-3985

Othert recent 1eporte of the Commuission mctude

86-30 Conflicts 1n State Policies Governing Under -
graduale Enrollment at California’s Publie Univers:-
tie=  An Analysis in Response to Language in the
Supplemental Repott of the 1983 Budget Act (De-
cember 1936)

86-31 Student Financial 41d 1n California To Close
the Widening Gvre (December 1986)

86-32 Effectz of the Mandatory Statewide Fee on
Califormia Community College Entollments A Staff
Report to the Califormia Postsecondary Education
Commission {December 1986)

86-33 Retention of Students in Engineering A Re-
port to the Legizlalute in Response to Senate Con-
curtent Rezolution 16 (19331 {December 19386)

86-34 Evaluauon of the California Mathematies
Projectt A Report to the Legislalure in Respone to
Senate Bill 424 (Chapter 196 of the Statues of 1986)
(December 19361

86-35 Heallh Sciences Educanion in Califerzie,
1985-86 The Fowth i1 a Series of Biennial Reperts
to the Goseinor and Legrslature in Response to As-
sembly Bill 1748 (Chapter 600, Statuies of 1976)
t December 1986)

86-36 1986 Reauthurizatien of the Faderal Higher
Education Act of 1463 4 Staff Report to the Caldor-
nmia Postsecondary Education Commission (Decem-
ber 1986}

86-37 The S:iate Appropriations Litmit The 'Gann
Celing * A Presentation to the California Postsec-
ondary FEducation Commission by Kevin Geiard
Woolfork and Suzanne Ness (December 19861

86-38 Expanding Educational Opportumties for
Students with Disabilities A Report to the Governor
and Legislature by the Intersegmental Planning
Commitliee on Assembly Concurrent Resolution 3

(Published tor the Committee by the Calitoi ma Post-
secondary Education Commaission, December 19861

87-1 Statewide Fees 1in the California Communuty
Colleges A Report Lo the Governor and the Legisla-
ture in Response to Ascembly Bill 1xx 11984 (Feb-
ruaty 1987)

87-2 Women and Minonities m Califomnia Public
Postsecondary Edueation Theu Employvment, Class-
ification, and Compensation, 1975-1985 The Fourth
in the Commissions Series of Bienmal Reports on
Equal Employment Oppatuniiies 1 Cabfoinia’s
Public Colleges and Unnersitres {February 1987)

87-3 Issues Related te Funding of Research at the
University of California A Repoti to the Legislature
1n Response to Supplemental Language in the 13835
Budget Act (February 1987)

87-4 The Cabforma State University's South
(Orange County Satellite Center A Renort to the
Governor and Legislature in Response to a Request
from ithe Califormia State University for Funds to
Operate an Off-Campus Center wn [rvine (February
1987

87-5 Proposed Construction of San Diege Stale Uni-
versity's Norgh County Center A Report to the Goy-
einm and Legislature in Resvonse to a Request for
Capital Funds fiom the Califorma State Urniversity
to Build a Permanent Off-Campus Center of San [h-
ego State University in San Marcos (Febhiuary 19871

87-6 Interim Evaluation of the Calitormia Student
Oppertunity and Access Program (Cal-504aP) A Re
port with Recommendations te the Califerma Stu-
dent Ard Commiszien (Februarv 1987)

87-7 Cunversations Ahout Financial Aid  State
ments and Discussion at a Commission Svimposium
on Major Tssues and Trends in Postsecondary Student
Aid (Fehruary 1937)

87-8 Cahiornia Postzecondary Education Commis-
swon News. Number 2 [The second 1ssue of the Com-
mission’s periedic newsletter] (February 1980

87-10 The 1987-88 Governoi's Budget A Staff Re-
part to the Califor ma Pastsecondary Education Com-
miszion by Suzanne Ness and Kevin Gerard Wool-
fork (February 1987)
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